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ABSTRACT 
 The music teacher attrition rate is similar to that of all teachers in the United 
States, but the unique characteristics of music teachers make it important to study the 
work conditions of music teachers. New York music teachers were surveyed about nine 
work conditions through the use of the TELL survey. The work conditions examined 
were time, resources, community support, student conduct, teacher leadership, school 
leadership, professional development, and instructional practices and support. Through 
analysis of these work conditions, teacher job satisfaction and career decisions were 
examined.  
Using regression analysis and univariate analysis, the findings were then 
compared to the results from the North Carolina 2018 TELL survey results. The 
univariate findings from the music teacher in NYS were not statistically different from 
the results from the North Carolina teachers. This finding helps to show that the work 
conditions of music teachers can be impacted by the study of all teacher work conditions. 
The small sample size did not allow for a single work condition to be isolated as the main 
work condition that impacts the job satisfaction of teachers. Further research with a larger 
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sample should be done to determine if there is a unique finding in the regression analysis 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
During my first few years of teaching, I found myself questioning my calling to 
be a teacher. Challenges related to navigating the relationships between parents, 
administrators, colleagues, and students made me wonder whether I wanted to continue in 
music education. Despite many wonderful and rewarding moments as a teacher, such as 
successful concerts or expressions of students’ gratitude, my feelings of dissatisfaction 
were overwhelming. I wondered if these feelings of discontentment were unique to me, 
unique to music teachers, or if they were felt universally by all teachers. Knowing that I 
could not be the only teacher to experience these feelings, I pondered, what caused the 
specific feelings of dissatisfaction that made me want to leave my place of employment?  
Anecdotally, the district where I work has seen a large amount of turnover in our 
music department. We are a small to medium size school district with a population of 
approximately 1,800 students across grades K–12. When I began working in 2009, there 
were six full-time music teachers and one part-time music teacher, totaling eight music 
teachers in our district. In 2011, we had one music teacher leave our department. In 2013, 
our district underwent significant financial struggles and our department was reduced to 
just six full-time music teachers. In the midst of these financial trials, we had two 
departures from our music department. After 2013, however, there have been another six 
music teachers who have left our music department for various reasons. Since I first 
began working in the district 12 years ago, there have been ten music teachers who have 
left our music department for various reasons. This example of music teacher turnover 
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further spurned my interest in examining the reasons that music teachers may leave or 
remain at their place of employment.  
I had many conversations with music teacher friends about the challenges and 
successes we faced as teachers. It seemed that we all felt the burden of our working 
conditions to various extents. I wondered what this means for music teachers and what 
this may mean for all teachers. Music teachers often devote additional time to 
extracurricular activities, including fundraising, concert preparation, and trips (Conway & 
Zerman, 2004; Gardner, 2010). I saw my fellow music teachers struggle to gain collegial 
and administrative support for their music programs and pull-out band lessons. My 
colleagues faced a lack of collegial support for their music programs, and scheduling 
conflicts made their jobs more challenging. Additionally, music teachers often travel 
between buildings (Gardner, 2006) and may feel isolated from their colleagues (Conway, 
2015). Music teachers of ensembles often deal with large class sizes. The combination of 
larger classes and a lack of school-level support may negatively impact job satisfaction 
and commitment (Gardner, 2010). 
The Sociology of Occupations 
Work conditions, job satisfaction, and career plans are central concepts in the 
sociology of occupations. Studies have shown that work conditions significantly affect 
teacher job satisfaction and career intentions (Johnson et al., 2012; Johnson, 1990). Work 
conditions were initially defined as the student demographics, physical resources, and 
communities where teachers taught (Hanushek et al., 2004; Scafidi et al., 2007). 
However, the definition of work conditions has recently changed to include the social 
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aspects of the workplace (Johnson et al., 2012). Social conditions include the school’s 
culture, principal’s leadership, and relationships with colleagues (Johnson et al., 2012). 
Teachers’ job satisfaction and consequently career decisions are impacted by these social 
work conditions (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Negative social work conditions can result in 
a lack of planning time, a heavy workload, and a lack of influence over the school 
policies, resulting in teacher dissatisfaction (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2005). 
These working conditions, both the older definition of physical conditions and the newer 
definition of social work conditions, are nested in the context of the school’s 
organizational structure. Therefore, it is essential to examine the organizational structure 
and norms of schools to understand how they impact teachers’ work conditions.  
The sociology of occupations involves the study of organizational norms, 
structures, work conditions, and job satisfaction of employees. Therefore, the 
examination of the organizational structures of schools and their working conditions falls 
under the study of the sociology of occupations and the sociology of education. School 
organizations are anomalies because, while they appear to have all the organizational 
elements and characteristics of bureaucratic organizations, they do not function the way a 
rationalized bureaucratic organization should function (Ingersoll, 2005). While schools 
have bureaucratic characteristics, such as “a formal hierarchy, a specialized division of 
labor, and a formal structure of rules and regulations,” organizational analysts have also 
recognized that schools do not exercise the same level of control over their teachers (p. 
91). The school institution’s bureaucratic nature creates certain work conditions, such as 
the level of autonomy that teachers possess, which in turn may impact their job 
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satisfaction. Prior research in the sociology of occupations indicates that job satisfaction 
affects career decisions (Griffeth et al., 2000; Ingersoll, 2001). 
Sociologist Max Weber was known for his study of capitalism and broader social 
and religious institutions (Vallas et al., 2009). He is credited to be one of the three 
founding sociologists with Karl Marx and Emilie Durkheim. Weber described sociology 
as “a science which attempts the interpretive understanding of social action in order 
thereby to arrive at a causal explanation of its course and effects” (Weber, 1947/2012, p. 
88). Starting with Max Weber’s Essays on Sociology (1946) organizational theorists have 
traditionally begun with the assumption that the rational organization is the most efficient 
and functional answer for organizing large numbers of people in accomplishing large 
scale tasks. Ingersoll (1993) notes that, according to Weber,  “bureaucracy is the modern 
embodiment of rationality – the creation of systems of impersonal rules and roles as the 
means to accomplish planned ends” (p. 83). Weber believed that this system of 
bureaucracy would lead to the creation of a rational and efficient organization.  
Rationality  
Weber’s studies led to the conceptualization of rationality. Weber defined 
rationality as the act of making scientific and calculated decisions to attain a valued goal. 
Rational decisions are based on scientific calculations and generally are not seen as being 
influenced by traditions, values, and emotions. Weber (1947/2012) described rationality 
as being driven by “‘conditions’ or ‘means’ for the successful attainment of the actor’s 
own rationally chosen ends” (p. 115). Most people understand rationality to be a means-
end action. However, according to Kalberg (1980), Weber identified multiple facets to 
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rationality. The four types of rationality that Weber identified were practical, theoretical, 
substantive, and formal rationality. Ritzer (2013) summarizes each type of rationality as 
follows: 
Practical rationality is to be found in people’s mundane, day-to-day activities and 
reflects their worldly interests… 
Theoretical rationality involves “an increasingly theoretical mastery of reality by 
means of increasingly precise and abstract concepts”… 
Substantive rationality involves value postulates, or clusters of values, that guide 
people in their daily lives, especially in their choice of means to ends…  
Formal rationality involves the rational calculation of means to ends based on 
universally applied rules, regulations, and laws. Formal rationality is 
institutionalized in such large-scale structures as the bureaucracy, modern law, 
and the capitalist economy. The choice of means to ends is determined by these 
larger structures and their rules and laws. (p. 42)  
The rationality that Weber identified to influence bureaucracy is formal rationality. 
Kalberg (1980) stated that “formal rationality ultimately legitimates a similar means-end 
rational calculation by reference back to universally applied rules, laws, or regulations” 
(p. 1158).  
The concept of rationality is grounded in economics. Weber believed that 
capitalism was a driving force behind many social choices and structures in Western 
society. According to Weber (1947/2012), capitalism “played a major role in the 
development of bureaucracy…[giving it] a crucial role in our society as the central 
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element in any kind of large scale organization” (p. 338). Formal rationality has not 
always existed, but was “created in, and came to dominate, the modern, Western, 
industrialized world” (Ritzer, 2013, p. 43). A formal rational economic system focuses 
solely on profit-making, resulting in a lack of focus on human value (Ritzer, 2013). 
Weber (1946) recognized this potential for the dehumanization of society through 
rationalization and bureaucracy. The calculated choices of formal rationality to attain 
efficiency and self-gain create the bureaucratic measures that lead to the dehumanization 
of society.  
Weber expressed concern that bureaucracy would lead to a society that was 
focused on rationalized structures (Ritzer, 2013). Rationality focuses on the most 
efficient means of operating an organization. Therefore, it is this ideal of “the resolution 
of problems by ordering them under universal and abstract regulation” that leads towards 
dehumanization (Kalberg, 1980, p. 1158). The dehumanization of society within 
bureaucracies occurs when the “economic system robs the workers of their basic 
humanity by enslaving them in a world denuded of human values” (Ritzer, 2013, p. 43). 
Weber worried that society would become dominated by rationalization and this would 
result in a society left with rationalized structures and ultimately without basic humanity 
(Ritzer, 2013). 
Bureaucracy 
When the term bureaucracy is used today, most times, it is referring to the tedious 
and “red tape process” that one must go through in order to complete a task. Many people 
see bureaucracy to be “an impersonal, inefficient, cumbersome organization unresponsive 
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to human needs” (Ballantine & Hammack, 2016, p. 135). However, while many people 
today use the term to describe and inefficient and tedious process, Weber believed that 
bureaucracy actually helped to achieve the highest level of efficiency in an organization. 
Weber (1946) stated, “the decisive reason for the advance of bureaucratic organization 
has always been its purely technical superiority over any other form of organization” ( p. 
214). Weber (1978) identified the six characteristics of a bureaucratic organization to 
be:   
I. There is the principle of official jurisdictional areas, which are generally 
ordered by rules, that is, by laws or administrative regulations…. 
II. The principles of office hierarchy and of channels of appeal (Instanzenzug) 
stipulate a clearly established system of super- and subordination in which there is 
a supervision of the lower offices by the higher ones…. 
III. The management of the modern office is based upon written documents (the 
“files”), which are preserved in their original or draft form, and upon a staff of 
subaltern officials and scribes of all sorts…. 
IV. Office management, at least all specialized office management - and such 
management is distinctly modern - usually presupposes thorough training in a 
field of specialization…. 
V. When the office is fully developed, official activity demands the full working 
capacity of the official irrespective of the fact that the length of his obligatory 
hours in the bureau may be limited…. 
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VI. The management of the office follows general rules, which are more or less 
stable, more or less exhaustive, and which can be learned. (pp. 956–958) 
Scholars have summarized the six characteristics of Weber’s bureaucratic model 
to consist of: 
1. A division of labor 
2. A system of hierarchy 
3. A separation between official duties and personal relationship 
4. Hiring based on expertise 
5. Rationality 
6. Specific regulations and rules of procedure 
(Ballantine & Hammack, 2016, pp. 135–136; Vallas et al., 2009, p. 22)  
Ballantine and Hammack (2016) broke down the different ways these characteristics are 
found in school organizations. The division of labor is seen in assigning personnel to the 
jobs for which they are best suited and separating out the administrative and teaching 
roles. This is related to the fourth characteristic of hiring practices as well, since it deals 
with the manner in which a school replaces a teacher. In general, administrators seek to 
fill the position with a person who meets the qualifications of the job. The system of 
hierarchy is seen in the specific chain of command and designated channels for 
communication in schools. The third characteristic suggests a de-emphasis on personal 
relationships in schools and a shift to more formal or neutral relationships. Rationality 
within schools led to running the school organizations more like government agencies or 
business firms. And the rules and regulations within schools have led to the 
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implementation of systemwide testing programs, as well as the curriculum and 
requirements for topics covered and studied within specific courses.  
Despite Weber’s extensive writing on bureaucracy, he was also a critic of 
bureaucracy. Although he recognized that rationalization was an efficient means for 
creating a capitalistic society, he felt that bureaucratic domination created an “iron cage” 
for society. Weber objected to the way that bureaucracies would eliminate human values. 
In the school systems, a rationalized bureaucracy can dictate the content and topics 
covered by teachers. These rules and regulations of the organization also determine the 
nature of relationships within a school. These rational characteristics can thus detract 
from the human nature of teaching. It is likely for these reasons that Weber was a critic of 
bureaucracy and the way it could potentially dehumanize society. 
Bureaucratic schools vs. teaching.  
Schools as bureaucratic institutions. Weber’s theory of rationalization explains 
the creation of bureaucratic structures in the school institution. Ballantine and Hammack 
(2016) noted that: 
In the nineteenth century, schools were scattered throughout the country; their 
size dependent on location, but most were small, often one room with multiple 
class levels…since the turn of the twentieth century, schools have become larger 
and increasingly more bureaucratic. ( pp. 138–139)  
 
The transition to large scale schooling in the twentieth century has led to changes in the 
structure of the school system. As the student population increased, schools became more 
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bureaucratized, and school administrators became a necessary addition to operate schools 
(Bidwell, 2001). Schools shifted from “innovative structures of individual schools to 
strong, centralized structures and administrations in which teachers had little power” 
(Ballantine & Hammack, 2016, p. 138). Vallas et al. (2009) attributed these changes in 
the school institution to capitalism. Schools followed the industrial model of management 
in capitalism and viewed students as “raw materials” that would be processed to the 
“customer specifications” (p. 8). This institutional structure created conditions that 
limited pedagogical flexibility in teaching due to the “market-driven model of education” 
(Giroux, 2020, p. 6). By mid-century, most school districts in the United States had 
school administrations that involved “a hierarchy of specialized offices” and bureaucratic 
structures (Bidwell, 2001, p. 100). 
An industrialized model of management was used to provide efficiency in the 
administrative management of schools (Bidwell, 2001; Johnson, 1990; Vallas et al., 
2009). The bureaucratic form of organization was popular in both Western Europe and 
the United States because “it was believed to be the most efficient and rational form of 
organization with goals of high productivity and efficiency” (Ballantine & Hammack, 
2016, p. 135). Due to the expansion of schools, rationalization and bureaucracy were seen 
as a necessary solution for the organizational management of the school institution, in 
order to create a “uniform product of a certain quality” (Bidwell, 1965, p. 975). 
Ballantine and Hammack (2016) wrote, “The tendency in organizations is to seek more 
efficient means of carrying out goals and functions. Schools are no exception. Thus, as 
the size of schools has grown, so have formalization, specialization, and centralization” 
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(p. 138). It was the growth in the American educational system that perpetuated the need 
for a bureaucratized school organization.  
Weber saw bureaucracy as the “means to accomplish predetermined ends with 
maximum efficiency” (Ingersoll, 2003, p. 30); however, while he “…celebrated the 
efficiency of bureaucracy, Weber also lamented the ‘iron cage’ — the rigidity, 
inflexibility, and inhumanness — wrought by rationalization” (p. 31). Ingersoll (2005) 
and Bidwell (2001) highlight the tension between the school institution’s bureaucratic 
nature and the humanistic nature of teaching, the profession. Schools appear to have the 
characteristics of large bureaucratic organizations, such as a specialized division of labor, 
a formal hierarchy, and formal rules and regulations; however, schools do not act like 
bureaucratic organizations because schools do not exemplify the same control that typical 
centralized bureaucratic organizations possess (Ingersoll, 2005). 
Bidwell did not find the conflicting characteristics of the Weberian school 
institution and the nature of teaching to be puzzling. Instead, Bidwell (2001) “assumed 
implicitly that this superstructure was the product of an essentially rational organizational 
design” (p. 103). According to both Ingersoll (2005) and Bidwell (2001), organizational 
theory highlights the tension between the “inherent incompatibility between the nature of 
formal organizations and the nature of the work of teaching” (Ingersoll, 2005, p. 92). 
Ingersoll (2005) summarized it most clearly by saying: 
From this viewpoint, the unusual characteristics of teaching limit the 
bureaucratization and rationalization of teachers’ work. Teaching requires a 
personal orientation and professional autonomy, while bureaucratic rationalization 
	
 12 
requires an impersonal and hierarchical orientation. In short, while the large-scale 
and mass character of schooling dictates bureaucracy, the character of the work of 
teaching itself dictates the opposite. (pp. 92-93) 
The bureaucratic nature of schooling provided an efficient model for education; 
however, the nature of teaching requires teachers to exhibit characteristics that oppose the 
schools’ bureaucratic structure. Teaching is considered a human service occupation and a 
professional occupation (Ballantine & Hammack, 2016; Vallas et al., 2009). Vallas et al. 
(2009) defined the human service occupation to be when “people are paid for the 
activities they perform for others” (p. 166). This can include physical activities which are 
tangible or “intellectual activities, such as teaching or training” (p. 166). As a human 
service occupation, there are elements of teaching that are “less tangible and more 
indeterminate than those of traditional production-oriented occupations. Teaching is 
inherently fluid work; it requires flexibility, give-and-take, and the freedom to make 
exceptions” (Ingersoll, 2005, pp. 92–93). The human service part of teaching is one 
characteristic of teaching that conflicts with the ideal efficient model of bureaucratized 
schooling. 
Teaching is also a professional occupation where autonomy is a key characteristic 
of the professional categorization. The art of teaching often requires teachers to have 
autonomy, which conflicts with a bureaucratic administration. Autonomy is defined as 
the ability to “decide who is qualified to perform their work and how this work should be 
performed” (Vallas et al., 2009, p. 150). Autonomy conflicts with the ideology of 
bureaucracies, where the hierarchy of administration and control are central to the 
	
 13 
organization. Bureaucracies aim to standardize “production” or the technologies of work 
to attain maximum efficiency; however, the technology of teaching is not standardized, as 
it is “neither well defined nor widely accepted” (Johnson, 1990, p. 4). Johnson (1990) 
points out that teaching methods have been widely studied and researched, but there is no 
consensus on “how they should be taught” (p. 4). She believes that standardization in 
education can only be accomplished at a superficial level due to the complex nature of 
teaching and learning.  
Strides towards accountability and high-stakes testing in education have created 
policies that “increase the impersonal character of schooling…and continue to drive 
outstanding teachers out of teaching” (Johnson, 1990, p. 146). When the report, “A 
Nation at Risk” came out in America in the 1980s, it “urged policy makers to arrest 
decline in the nation’s schools by setting standards about what students should learn and 
then testing them to assess whether teachers had effectively taught what they were 
supposed to” (Johnson, 2019, p. 51). This led to some of the “most far-reaching 
educational reform effort[s] of the federal government in U.S. history” with the No Child 
Left Behind legislation (Ballantine & Hammack, 2016, p. 366). This was followed by the 
Race to the Top initiative that continued school reform efforts to prepare students for 
college and the workplace (Ballantine & Hammack, 2016). In 2010, many states also 
adopted the Common Core State Standards as the standards for student learning 
(Johnson, 2019). These policies were aimed at improving education through standardized 
testing, accountability, and further bureaucratizing schools. 
These regulations have shifted the focus of education from teaching to students’ 
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test scores (Johnson, 2019). The change in educational goals seeking measurable test 
scores has led to “a much-narrowed form of pedagogy that focused on memorization, 
high-stakes testing, and helping students find a good fit within a wider market-orientated 
culture” (Giroux, 2020, p. 6). These calls for accountability have also created a shift in 
curriculum. Giroux noted that “the curriculum field, in general has increasingly 
endeavored to become a science. That is, it has sought to develop a rationality based on 
objectivity, consistency, ‘hard data’ and replicability”  (Giroux, 2020, p. 33). As the 
curriculum field is seen to be an objective ‘science’, this perpetuates the idea that 
“bureaucracies guided by scientific knowledge are efficient and benevolent” (Illich, 1971, 
p. 89) instead of recognizing the fact that curriculum production is “a bundle of planned 
meanings, a package of values, a commodity whose ‘balanced appeal’ makes it 
marketable to a sufficiently large number to justify the cost of production” (Illich, 1971, 
p. 54). These changes have led to a more standardized curriculum which has changed the 
role of teachers in the classroom. 
An important aspect of teaching is removed when teachers are de-professionalized 
and forced to prioritize test scores and curriculum standards. The humanistic element of 
teaching is removed from the classroom. Teachers find themselves lacking the necessary 
time to connect with their students and focus on their students’ needs. Noddings (2012) 
describes the conflict that teachers must navigate when attending to the expressed needs 
vs. the assumed needs of students. The assumed needs are what teachers want to pass 
onto a student about a specific subject. The expressed needs include the “emotional 
support, moral direction [and] shared human interest” (p. 772). Navigating the balance 
	
 15 
between these two different needs, the expressed needs and the assumed needs, is one of 
the challenges teachers face in the bureaucratic standardized structure of the school 
organization. The educational policies calling for accountability have forced many 
teachers to focus on student achievement, shifting the focus of education away from 
student needs. Instead, the focus for many schools has become achieving high student test 
scores. But Noddings (2012) asks, “What has happened to the idea that education should 
help people to find out what they are good at, what they would like to do in life, and how 
they might live their lives as individuals, friends, parents and citizens?” (p. 777) It is 
important for the role of teachers to include both the expressed and assumed needs of the 
students.  
Statement of the Problem 
The conflicting characteristics of school organizations and the nature of teaching 
set the stage for tension in the workplace of teachers. Weber (1978) felt that the 
organization’s character determined its structure. It is this organizational structure of 
schooling that makes schools bureaucratic institutions. The bureaucratic nature of schools 
often creates a problematic workplace for teachers who want to serve their students while 
still maintaining autonomy in their classroom. Demanding workplaces can create 
challenging work conditions that impact teachers. Studies have shown that work 
conditions impact teachers’ job satisfaction, commitment, and career decisions (Ingersoll, 
2003; Johnson, 1990). The organizational tension between bureaucratic schools and the 
art of teaching creates these work conditions that impact teachers.  
Music teachers often face different demands than classroom teachers (Gardner, 
	
 16 
2006; Hancock, 2008; Siebert, 2008). According to Gardner (2006), “the limited number 
of studies regarding music teachers indicated that the factors that influence music teacher 
turnover and attrition may be different from those factors that influence teacher turnover 
and attrition in general” (p. 69). In his study of teachers who responded to the School and 
Staffing Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS), Lin (2003) found 
differences in job satisfaction and commitment based on a teacher’s grade level 
assignments. Lin found that when studying the demographics of teachers on the job 
satisfaction and intention to stay, secondary teachers had a slightly higher intention of 
leaving than elementary teachers. If different teaching positions lead to different job 
satisfaction levels, what causes this difference? This tension between bureaucratic 
institutions and the nature of a music teacher’s job must be investigated further leading to 
the need for this study to learn about the work conditions that impact music teachers. 
Rationale 
There is significant evidence regarding the impact of work conditions on job 
satisfaction and career intentions (Griffeth et al., 2000; Ingersoll, 2001; Johnson et al., 
2012; Ladd, 2009). These studies validate the need to continue studying work conditions. 
By examining schools through an organizational theory framework, the definition of 
work conditions for schools has changed in recent years. While it was believed that 
teachers left schools with low-income students and more minority students (Hanushek et 
al., 2004; Scafidi et al., 2007), newer studies show that teachers are not leaving because 
of student demographics but because of workplace conditions that hinder teaching and 
student learning (Johnson et al., 2012; Ladd, 2011). The conditions that now appear to 
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matter the most to teachers are social conditions, such as administrative support, collegial 
relationships, and the school culture (Simon & Johnson, 2015). The researchers 
acknowledge that the term school culture has been used to capture many aspects of the 
school organization, however, for this study Simon and Johnson choose to focus on 
“factors that involve teachers’ interactions with students and parents – because 
repeatedly, norms of student discipline and parental involvement surface as powerful 
drives of teacher turnover” (Simon & Johnson, 2015, p. 22). 
There are many elements that may impact a music teacher’s work conditions and 
job satisfaction. Hancock (2008) cited a need for studying factors that impact career 
decisions due to the fact that “music teachers face demands different from those placed 
on other classroom teachers” (p. 133). Prior research shows that a music teacher’s job 
may differ from that of a general classroom teacher. It is therefore important to study the 
unique work conditions music teachers may encounter and determine the conditions that 
impact them the most. Prior studies on work conditions that music teachers encountered 
indicated some similarities with the general teacher population. Administrative support 
was an essential social work condition for both music teachers and classroom teachers, 
although music educators may “be especially sensitive to a lack of support from 
administrators due to the fact that music courses are often electives” (Gardner, 2006, p. 
189). The literature revealed differences that music teachers face demonstrating the need 
for a more in-depth analysis of music teacher work conditions. 
I examined the work conditions that matter most to music teachers in New York 
state. I then compared my findings to the responses of participants from studies by 
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Johnson et al (2012) and Ladd (2009). My study adds to the existing literature on teacher 
work conditions, job satisfaction, and career intentions by expanding the study to New 
York state music educators. 
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 
The purpose of this study is to learn about the work conditions of music teachers 
in New York as they relate to their perceived job satisfaction and their career intentions. 
Through the sociology of occupations lens, my study aimed to answer the following 
research questions:   
1. Do the work conditions in New York K–12 public schools impact music 
teachers’ job satisfaction and career plans? 
2. If the work conditions are important, what elements of the work environment 
matter the most to music teachers?  
3. Are there differences in the work conditions that matter most to itinerant music 
teachers compared to non-itinerant music teachers? 
4. Are there differences in the work conditions that matter most to elementary music 
teachers compared to secondary music teachers?  
5. How do these conditions compare to the conditions that mattered to 
Massachusetts teachers (Johnson et al., 2012) and North Carolina teachers (Ladd, 
2009)? 
Roadmap of the Study 
In this dissertation, I provide a detailed review of the literature on the sociology of 
occupations related to working conditions, job satisfaction, and career decisions. I also 
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explore the literature on teacher work conditions and the literature regarding music 
teacher work conditions. In Chapter 3, I explain the method used to gather data on music 
teacher work conditions in New York State. I used a replication study and added 
demographic questions to learn additional information about music teachers. In the final 
two chapters, I present the findings from my survey of music teachers in New York State. 





CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction to Understanding Work Conditions 
In this chapter, I begin by presenting research from the sociology of occupations 
field that relates to work conditions, job satisfaction, and career decisions. These 
topics are important in understanding teacher attrition in school organizations. Research 
specifically related to music teacher work conditions and job satisfaction is limited; 
therefore, I seek to provide additional insight into music teachers' work conditions. I 
explain the organizational structure of schools and why the bureaucratic framework can 
cause conflicting work conditions for teachers. I then explore the research on the work 
conditions that matter most to teachers, including how the definition of work conditions 
has changed in recent years. I provide an overview of work condition categories 
examined in this study. Then I present the research that has been done on the working 
conditions of music teachers and the unique characteristics in the profile of a music 
educator. Finally, I discuss the impact of work conditions on job satisfaction and career 
decisions.  
The Sociology of Occupations 
         The school organization can be examined through the sociology of occupations 
lens. The sociology of occupations examines “the focus on the informal norms and values 
that workers establish, working organizational structures, and differences in work 
situations” (Vallas et al., 2009, p. 4). The sociology of occupations is especially helpful 
when looking at organizations and their organizational structures. Since the schooling 
institution is a bureaucratized organization, sociology and Weber's bureaucratic theory 
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provide a framework for understanding the bureaucratic conditions. The sociology of 
occupations literature explains that work conditions affect job satisfaction, which then 
can affect workers' intention to stay or leave. I begin by examining the school 
organizational structure and then move into exploring the concepts of work conditions, 
job satisfaction, and career intentions.  
School Organizations 
The Purpose of Schools 
Before considering the bureaucracies of school organizations, the purpose of 
schools must be explored. Bureaucracies were created to improve efficiency in 
organizations; therefore, the purpose of an efficient school system must be first 
understood in order for the context of the school organization to also be framed. Illich 
(1971) argued that schools perpetuate the myth of “unending consumption,” where the 
“school teaches us that instruction produces learning….[and then] the existence of 
schools produces the demand for schooling” (p. 51). This circular thinking has made 
schools essential in our society and has created a view of school systems where they 
“must both support an economy, especially when it is in crisis, and at the same time 
maintain their legitimacy with a wide range of different groups” (Apple, 2014, p. 143).  
The market-driven model for schools has led to calls for accountability from teachers and 
schools, which, in turn, have led to reforms. An example of such a reform is The No 
Child Left Behind Act, which was signed into legislation under President George W. 
Bush to improve education through increased accountability in schools (Ballantine & 
Hammack, 2016).  
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Scholars argue that these reforms have taken away teacher autonomy in an effort 
to improve schooling. Apple (2014) stated: 
Rather than moving in the direction of increased autonomy, in all too many 
instances the daily lives of teachers in classrooms in many nations are becoming 
ever more controlled, ever more subject to administrative logics that seek to 
tighten the reins on the processes of teaching and curriculum, Teacher 
development, cooperation, and “empowerment” may be the talk, but 
centralization, standardization, and rationalization may be the strongest 
tendencies. (p. 125)  
Apple continued to describe a system of education that prioritizes meeting the needs of 
the business and industry through education. Similarly, Illich (1971) challenged his 
readers to consider the real need for schooling in society, since he pointed out that while 
teaching and learning occur in school, much of the learning that occurs in a person’s life 
takes place outside of the school setting.  
The result of recent reforms is that the education system in the United States has 
changed from focusing on building a better society to material and technical growth 
(Giroux, 2020). Teachers used to be able to decide “what to teach, when to teach it, and 
how to teach it” (Johnson, 2019, p. 50). Now, teachers no longer have the ability to focus 
on the humanistic aspect of teaching. Giroux (2020) argued that: 
Teachers and faculty were increasingly removed from exercising any vestige of 
real power in shaping the conditions under which they worked. Public school 
teachers were deskilled as one national political administration after another 
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embraced a stripped-down version of education, the central goal of which was to 
promote economic growth and global competitiveness. (p. 6)  
Thus, the deskilling of teachers in the labor process has become a threat to the idea of 
teaching as an “integrated whole activity” (Apple, 2014, p. 131). It is these conditions, 
“the intensification of the teachers’ workload, the lack of availability of sufficient 
resources, the organizational structure of the school as it has evolved over time, and the 
complicated reality of gendered labor,” which create a situation where few teachers are 
content with the working conditions (Apple, 2014, p. 132).  
The School Organization’s Structure 
As I first introduced in Chapter 1, the concepts of rationalization and bureaucracy 
are central in understanding school organization. The organizational structure of the 
workplace creates the work conditions within it. Johnson (1990) stated that the workplace 
is not merely a physical location but an entire context. She wrote, “the particular 
character of any workplace is shaped, first, by the tasks and technologies of the work 
itself, what is to be done and what tools and techniques are used to do it” (p. 2). The 
conflicting organizational structure of bureaucratic schools and the autonomous nature of 
teaching can create challenging work conditions for its members. These challenging work 
conditions can lead to issues of job satisfaction among employees and organizational 
problems. Job satisfaction impacts career decisions. When teachers leave schools, teacher 
turnover increases and the national teacher shortage grows.  
Teacher turnover is costly, both financially and to the education of the students. 
Approximately 50% of new teachers leave the profession within five years (Conway, 
	
 24 
2010; Synar & Maiden, 2012). From an economic standpoint, there is a “productivity 
cost” associated with replacing a worker (Watlington et al., 2010). This “productivity 
cost” is defined as the financial cost of replacing a worker with one who may have lower 
skills and then the cost and time required to bring the new worker to the level of 
productivity from the original worker (Watlington et al., 2010, p. 26). In education, this 
productivity cost directly impacts student achievement (Watlington et al., 2010). New 
teachers who left teaching within the first five years said that a contributing factor in their 
departure was a lack of support and poor working conditions (Alliance for Excellent 
Education, 2005). This results in students “who lose the value of being taught by an 
experienced teacher” (Synar & Maiden, 2012, p. 131).  
 The teacher attrition problem is one that needs additional examination. Using a 
sociology of organizations, occupations, and work approach, Ingersoll (2001) sought to 
understand teacher turnover as it relates to the organization's effectiveness. Teacher 
turnover rates are higher than in many other occupations. Using the Schools and Staffing 
Survey (SASS) and the Teacher Follow-Up Survey (TFS) data, he examined the 
magnitude of teacher turnover and its role in the teacher shortage. The researcher 
accounted for migration, attrition (voluntary and involuntary), and retirement. Ingersoll 
used multiple regression to determine the effects teacher characteristics, school 
characteristics, and organizational characteristics have on teacher turnover and teachers’ 
decisions to leave the profession. He found that dissatisfaction was cited as the primary 
reason that teachers left. Additional predictors for teachers leaving included age and 
school size. His analysis found that 42% of the people who left did so because of 
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dissatisfaction or the desire to pursue a better job, another career, or a better career 
opportunity in or out of education. He argues that the teacher shortage is a significant 
problem caused by a revolving door of teacher turnover and not by a lack of new 
teachers. Ingersoll (2001) concluded that: 
improvements in organizational conditions such as increased support from the 
school administration, reduction of student discipline problems, and enhanced 
faculty input into school decision-making and increased salaries, would all 
contribute to lower rates of turnover, thus diminish school staffing problems, and 
ultimately aid the performance of schools. (p. 525) 
 Policymakers have attempted to remedy the teacher shortage problem with many 
different solutions. This has included efforts toward teacher recruitment to increase the 
number of teachers as well as incentives for future teachers (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). 
Ingersoll and Smith (2003) argued, however, that the main reason for the teacher shortage 
is teacher attrition. In examining teacher attrition, they found that teachers have a higher 
turnover rate than other occupations. This turnover “suggest[s] that an organization has 
underlying problems” (p. 31). Teacher turnover creates a problem for staffing schools, 
but it also impacts the school environment and student performance (Synar & Maiden, 
2012; Watlington et al., 2010). The attempts to answer the teacher shortage problem with 
incentives and recruitment have failed to address the underlying organizational issues 
caused by teacher turnover and attrition.  
Much of the research on school organizations has resulted from a need to study 
and analyze teacher attrition. Sociologists have shown that schools have many conflicting 
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issues of control related to how the organization is structured. Ingersoll (2003) 
acknowledged that: 
schools have all the outward characteristics of other complex organizations, such 
as a formal hierarchy, a specialized division of labor, and a formal structure of 
rules and regulations, but in actuality, according to these organizational analysts, 
schools exert very little control over their employees and work processes. (p. 6) 
In studying the organizational structures of schools, one must work to reconcile the 
tension between the rationalized school bureaucracy and the nature of teaching. While 
schools initially appear to have many bureaucratic norms and hierarchical structures, 
teachers often maintain freedom within their classrooms. However, Ingersoll (2003) 
noted that teachers often have little say over the social issues within a school such as 
scheduling, class sizes, hiring practices, and school budgets. Ingersoll (1993) examined a 
loose coupling perspective of the school organization. He argued the two contrasting 
views of schools are “characterized by unusually high levels of decentralization and 
disorganization and abnormally low levels of coordination, consensus and control” or 
“the epitome of top-down, overly controlled, centralized bureaucracies” (p. 2). Further 
study of these contradictory viewpoints led Ingersoll (1994) to investigate who controls 
the key social, sorting, and behavioral activities and decisions in schools. In his analysis, 
Ingersoll (1994) found that many aspects were overlooked in previous studies of school 
organizational control. He found that many respondents perceived themselves as having 




The professional nature of the teaching field demands autonomy within the 
classroom, and the nature of schooling requires flexibility. These characteristics of a 
bureaucratic organization and autonomous teaching profession can cause a conflict for 
many teachers. For this reason, Ingersoll has shown that neither a loosely coupled view 
nor a highly bureaucratized view of the school organization provides a full picture of 
teacher control. He stated: 
in brief, my analysis shows that assessments of organizational power and control 
are highly dependent on where one looks, the criteria one uses for evaluating 
them, and how one examines them. First, how one defines the job of teaching is 
important…Schools are not simply formal organizational entities engineered to 
deliver academic instruction, and schools do not simply teach children reading, 
writing, and arithmetic. Schools are also social institutions; they are akin to small 
societies whose purposes are in important ways like those of another social 
institution – the family. (Ingersoll, 2003, p. 11) 
 While research continues in these areas, what is apparent is that the organizational 
structure of schools impacts the work conditions of teaching. It is these work conditions 
that can affect teacher job satisfaction and, in turn, career decisions. By understanding the 
organizational structure and school work conditions, researchers will be able to better 
understand the reasons for teacher attrition in this field.   
Work conditions in schools 
Studies of teacher work conditions within schools initially focused on student 
demographics and the physical conditions faced by teachers in underserved communities. 
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In particular, studies have shown that the teacher attrition problem is more likely to 
impact lower performing schools (Watlington et al., 2010). High-poverty schools had 
higher teacher turnover rates than low-poverty schools (Ingersoll, 2001).The lack of 
supplies, resources, access to technology, and schools' safety were reasons that many 
teachers left poorer school settings, often located in urban environments (Hanushek et al., 
2004; Scafidi et al., 2007). Teachers were transferring to higher-paying communities that 
offered better teaching positions. Becker (1970/1977; as cited in Froehlich & Smith, 
2017, p. 49) said that teachers transferred to “better schools” where the students, parents, 
administration, and colleagues were the “right” kinds of people. Recent studies confirm 
that many teachers leave schools that face poverty, behavior problems, and lower student 
achievement for wealthier schools; however, it was not the student population that 
teachers were leaving, but instead teachers were on a quest for better work conditions, 
where they felt they had the resources to be able to achieve success with their students 
(Boyd et al., 2011; Johnson et al., 2005; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003). 
Reasons Teachers Leave. Hanushek et al. (2004) found that teachers were 
leaving schools with lower-achieving students. In particular, high-minority schools in 
Texas had higher levels of teacher turnover than schools with a lower proportion of 
minority students. Using various Texas databases, Hanushek and colleagues investigated 
the importance of salary and other factors in teacher mobility. The researchers cited 
previous studies that linked mobility to teacher pay and student characteristics over salary 
differentials. The researchers found: 
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The difficulty that schools serving academically disadvantaged students have in 
retaining teachers, particularly those early in their careers. Teaching lower 
achieving students is a strong factor in decisions to leave Texas public schools, 
and the magnitude of the effect holds across... the full range of teacher 
experience. There is also strong evidence that a higher rate of minority enrollment 
increases the probability that white teachers exit a school. (pp. 347–350) 
Hanushek and colleagues (2004) found that student characteristics were also 
significantly related to teacher transition rates. They found that the most significant 
differences in school transition rates were related to student achievement. The findings 
showed that “Nonblack and non-Hispanic teachers are more likely to transition the higher 
are the Black and Hispanic enrollment shares, and these effects are generally statistically 
significant” (p. 343). In other words, white teachers were more likely to transition to 
schools with a higher population of white students. Given that the schools in this study 
with higher populations of minority students were also often labeled as lower achieving, 
these findings suggest that “the lowest achieving students are more likely to have 
teachers new to the school and to the profession” which may negatively impact student 
achievement (p. 341). These findings demonstrate the importance for the continued 
examination of teacher attrition and improving student learning.  
Scafidi et al. (2007) also found that teachers were leaving high poverty schools. 
The researchers analyzed three primary sources on elementary public schools and 
teachers in Georgia to tackle teacher turnover and mobility issues as they relate to school 
characteristics. Scafidi et al. (2007) found that teachers were more likely to leave from 
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schools with large proportions of minority students, and that the relationships 
found for student test scores and poverty rates in the univariate tabulations are 
being driven to a large extent by the fact that these variables are highly correlated 
with the proportion of minority students in a school. (pp. 146–147) 
The data showed that while teachers were leaving all high poverty schools, they were 
most likely to leave schools with a large minority student population. This statistic could 
impact the quality of education for students at schools with certain demographics, such as 
high poverty rates or a large minority student population. The researchers suggested that 
further research should be done to study the relationship between teacher turnover and 
teacher quality.  
High teacher turnover rates have been a long-standing problem, especially in low 
income schools where teachers are more likely to leave for wealthier schools. Simon and 
Johnson (2015) examined teacher turnover from an organizational theory approach and 
sought a possible alternative explanation for the reasons teachers leave high-poverty 
schools. They looked at six existing studies that analyzed teacher turnover as a function 
of school context instead of student demographics. The working conditions that mattered 
most were school leadership, collegial relationships, and elements of the school culture. 
These working conditions were also the best predictors of teacher job satisfaction and 
teacher retention. They found that in these recent studies, researchers repeatedly observed 
that teachers were not leaving the students, but instead were leaving the poor work 
conditions that made it difficult for them to teach and hard for the students to learn. This 
suggests that the catalyst for transitioning was based on lack of resources and poor 
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conditions which had a greater impact on minority students who often attended under-
resourced and underserved schools. 
Researchers have explored the working conditions that impact teachers' 
departures from schools. School leadership and administration were important in 
impacting a teacher’s decision to stay or leave a particular school (Boyd et al., 2011; 
Johnson et al., 2012; Johnson & Birkeland, 2003; Ladd, 2011). Ladd (2011) found that 
the work condition that seemed to impact teacher departure most was school leadership, 
while Boyd et al. (2011) found that the support of administration was an essential part of 
retaining teachers. Jackson (2012) found that teacher influence over school level 
decisions also impacted a teacher’s decision to leave. 
Teachers who were more likely to transfer or leave teaching altogether stated that 
the main reason for leaving was due to dissatisfaction or because they did not find their 
experiences with students and colleagues to be rewarding (Boyd et al., 2011; Johnson & 
Birkeland, 2003). Work context, as defined by Johnson and colleagues to be more than 
the “narrowly defined working conditions but also to the interpersonal and organizational 
contexts in which teachers work,” is a strong predictor of job satisfaction (p. 8, Johnson 
et al., 2012). Boyd et al. (2011) found that, in New York City, administrators were “a 
particularly important factor in retention decisions” (p. 325). In North Carolina, Ladd 
(2011) found that in addition to school leadership impacting teacher career decisions, 
some additional reasons teachers left included moving to a private school, having 
children, or moving out of state. These studies continue to highlight that teachers were 
not leaving the students or communities but the work conditions that they felt made it 
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difficult for them to teach and for students to learn (Johnson & Birkeland, 2003).  
Teacher influence on school policy and professionalism in the workplace 
influences employment choices. Jackson (2012) found that teachers were more likely to 
leave when they did not perceive themselves to have any influence over school decisions. 
The study also found that principals who exerted more influence over school policy, thus 
providing less opportunity for teachers to influence school policy, were more likely to 
cause teachers to leave the profession. Johnson and Birkeland (2003) conducted a 
longitudinal study of 50 new teachers in the Massachusetts public schools who worked in 
a more integrated professional culture. Integrated professional cultures were defined to be 
“organized to engage teachers of all experience levels in collegial and collaborative 
efforts” (p. 605). Their respondents reported greater satisfaction and were more likely to 
remain in the public schools than those who were in veteran-oriented or novice-oriented 
cultures. They concluded that: 
new teachers achieve success and find satisfaction primarily at the school site; 
unless their experiences with students and colleagues are rewarding, they will 
likely transfer to another school or leave teaching altogether. (Johnson & 
Birkeland, 2003, p. 606) 
Johnson et al. (2012) sought to determine whether work conditions affected 
teacher satisfaction and career decisions; if schools with better work conditions 
performed better in student achievement; and if work conditions mattered, what mattered 
the most. The study was conducted in Massachusetts and used questions from the TELL 
survey along with school demographic and school achievement scores to answer the 
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research questions. The researchers also measured the growth in academic achievement at 
the school level by analyzing the relationships between student achievement growth and 
the average school-level working conditions. The researchers found that work conditions 
seemed to predict teacher satisfaction and career decisions, even when controlling for the 
various school demographics. Work context was the strongest predictor of variances in 
job satisfaction. Johnson and colleagues also found that work conditions affected student 
achievement. Like previous studies (Ladd, 2009), these researchers also found that after 
controlling for various student, teacher, and school characteristics, a better work 
environment was associated with higher student academic growth in both mathematics 
and English language. Finally, the researchers found that the work conditions that seemed 
to matter the most to teachers were social aspects and included collegial relationships, 
principal leadership, and the school culture. They concluded that differences in work 
conditions accounted for the possible relationship between student demographics and 
teacher turnover. 
In today's times, where the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and Race to the Top 
initiatives are still central to educational reform, it is vital to identify the work conditions 
that matter most to teachers. Johnson and Birkeland (2003) found that teachers were not 
leaving students or even the communities where they work; instead, they were seeking 
schools that promoted conditions for teacher and student success. Boyd et al. (2011) 
highlighted the significance of this finding saying “the importance of working conditions 
separate from student-body characteristics is good news from a policy perspective, since 
it is the job of schools to serve all students, but the other working conditions are 
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amendable to policy change” (p. 329). It is the school's organization and the social work 
conditions that have the most significant impact on teacher dissatisfaction and, 
ultimately, their decision to transfer or leave education. The social work conditions that 
appeared to matter most to teachers were collaboration with colleagues and 
administration (Johnson et al., 2012). 
Social work conditions conflict most with the bureaucratic nature of the school 
organization. While a bureaucratic organization may at times provide efficiency towards 
fixing the physical conditions of schools, it does not seem to benefit the social work 
conditions of schooling. Teachers expressed that a lack of administrative support and a 
lack of influence on school policy were conditions that mattered most in their workplaces 
(Boyd et al., 2011; Jackson, 2012). The issue of teacher autonomy, therefore, is central to 
the work conditions and job satisfaction of teachers.  
Nine Aspects of Teacher Work Conditions  
The following section examines nine specific aspects of work conditions 
experienced by teachers. This portion of my chapter differs from the typical format of a 
literature review. I define the nine central areas of work conditions used in my study: 
time, facilities and resources, instructional support, professional expertise, governance, 
principal, school organization and culture, colleagues, and community support. The 
constructs are described and discussed by Susan Moore Johnson (Johnson, 1990, 2006; 
Johnson et al., 2005). I also cite Ingersoll's (2003) book “Who Controls Teachers' Work.” 




Time. The element of time is a critical work condition for teachers. Studies have 
shown that teachers often struggle to find enough time to address all of the instructional 
needs of their students (Johnson et al, 2005; 2012). Time includes the hours teachers have 
during the school day to instruct their students, plan for their classes, and collaborate with 
their colleagues. A teacher's teaching assignment impacted their use of time and, 
ultimately, their satisfaction and success (Johnson et al., 2005). Teachers who taught 
many different courses expressed that their teaching assignment did not allow them to 
fully serve their students' needs, impacting their job satisfaction (Johnson et al., 2005). 
Additionally, class sizes affected teachers' time and satisfaction. Teachers need 
conditions that encourage student learning, and large class sizes were often a source of 
dissatisfaction (Johnson et al., 2005).  
Music teachers face all of the demands of general teachers but may also encounter 
additional challenges. Scheib (2006) noted that elementary music teachers sometimes 
have the responsibility of teaching the entire school population due to rotating class 
schedules. The average elementary general music teacher was responsible for six 
different classes of students (Gardner, 2006). This produces an “unfair load in terms of 
responsibilities as assessment/grading practices” (Scheib, 2006, p. 8). The nature of the 
overwhelming student teaching load may result in inadequate planning time for teachers. 
Secondary ensemble music teachers face different challenges due to the 
performance nature of the courses they teach. One challenge may be the larger class sizes 
often associated with performing ensembles. Additionally, music teachers may feel 
pressured to hold extra rehearsals in preparation for their concerts. One music teacher 
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stated, “I have so many outside of school requirements (festivals, trips, fundraisers, etc.),” 
demonstrating the various extra demands of ensemble teachers (Conway & Zerman, 
2004, p. 76). Other demands of ensemble teachers include “planning concerts, requesting 
transportation for offsite events, or budgeting sheet music or instrument maintenance” 
(Gardner, 2010, p. 118). The long hours and responsibilities required to maintain 
instruction for all students seemed to take a toll on music teachers. This impacted their 
personal and familial life as well as instruction with students. 
Facilities and resources. Many teachers struggled with having the proper spaces 
for instruction. Overcrowding and a lack of space may result in shared classrooms and 
traveling teachers. These conditions can limit a teacher from adequately preparing for 
their next class or preparing their classroom during their non-instructional time (Johnson, 
1990). Many teachers reported that they do not teach in the optimal size or type of 
classroom for the kind of instruction they were providing (Johnson et al., 2005). Teachers 
who had to move classrooms faced conditions where they were “wheeling carts loaded 
with materials, their teaching is made difficult by not having access to reference texts, 
supplies, records, and blackboards where they can post daily or long-term assignments” 
(Johnson et al., 2005, p. 57).  
In addition to optimal learning spaces, teachers need the proper supplies to 
provide instruction to their students. Johnson (1990) writes that a “shortage of sufficient 
and appropriate supplies impedes instruction” (p. 68). Teachers are given small budgets 
to purchase supplies, often causing them to spend their own money on their classroom 
and students (Johnson et al., 2005). The bureaucratic structure of schools makes the 
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purchasing process challenging, thus “greatly diminish[ing] teachers' influences over 
supplies and equipment of their trade” (Johnson, 1990, p. 70). Faced with these 
challenges, Johnson et al. (2005) feared that “teachers may become demoralized because 
they cannot do their best work, must use their own money to buy supplies, and feel 
disrespected as professionals” (p. 51). 
Gardner (2006) found that music teachers were more likely to be part-time or 
itinerant teachers. Music teachers were more likely to teach in multiple buildings than 
teachers in any other subject area (Gardner, 2010). Teachers who were itinerant teachers 
expressed challenges with reporting to numerous administrators, attending multiple 
faculty meetings, and coordinating schedules (Gardner, 2010). Other issues that arose for 
traveling teachers  included sharing a classroom and not being a part of a particular 
“school community” (Gordon, 2000). Abril and Gault (2008) found that while most 
schools offered secondary music classes, many schools offered them as elective courses. 
Gardner (2010) speculated that music teachers' itinerancy and part-time employment 
status was partially a result of secondary music teachers teaching elective courses.  
Instructional support. Instructional resources are essential for training and 
optimizing instruction. Professional development is one way that teachers can update 
their skills and knowledge (Johnson et al., 2005). Professional development is often not 
effective in improving instruction because it is offered as a single workshop or 
presentation with little follow-up (Johnson et al., 2005). Schools must implement 
professional development properly to ensure effectiveness in advancing teacher 
instruction (Hirsch et al., 1998; Johnson et al., 2005). Additionally, teachers need 
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adequate support staff for special needs students (Johnson, 2006). These academic 
supports help teachers meet all their students' needs and help them “do their jobs well and 
remain in teaching” (Johnson, 2006, p. 9). Schools can help teachers be more successful 
by providing adequate support staff and proper training for teachers.  
Music teachers often need more instructional support in their large classes. 
Although music teachers reported having fewer students with Individualized Education 
Plan (IEPs), they were more likely to teach students who had IEPs without any type of 
classroom support (Gardner, 2006). The combination of larger classes and a lack of 
school-level supports may negatively impact job satisfaction and commitment (Gardner, 
2010). Music teachers often find themselves in school-wide workshops that do not 
engage their discipline or content (Barrett, 2006). Music teachers expressed a desire to 
have music-specific professional development to improve their practice as teachers 
(Barrett, 2006; Conway & Christensen, 2006).  
Professional expertise. Teachers are professionals; they seek the respect and 
autonomy that accompanies being professionals. Teachers strive to have control over 
their classrooms and instructional decisions. Ingersoll (2003) indicated that most teachers 
have control over the concepts taught and methods for teaching within their classrooms. 
They also had control over the grading procedures in their classroom. While most 
teachers have discretion on how and what they teach, the implementation of standardized 
assessments and curriculums have lessened teachers’ autonomy in the classroom 
(Johnson et al., 2005). Apple (2014) argued that a scripted curriculum leads to the de-
skilling of teachers.  
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While the United States has been moving towards the de-professionalization of 
teachers through measuring learning outcomes, music education has also seen some 
similar movements in this subject. The announcement of the National Standards for 
Music Education in the 1990s focused on measuring “behavior-based musical outcomes” 
(Allsup & Westerlund, 2012, p. 124). In music education, there are many ‘methods’ that 
teachers use in their classrooms, like Kodaly, Suzuki, Dalcroze, Orff, and Jump Right In. 
Allsup and Westerlund (2012) caution that these fixed methods may cause teachers to 
“not reflect between choices,” in essence, only thinking about the end product and 
teacher goals (p. 136). Benedict (2006) goes further in suggesting that: 
not only are student behaviors controlled by the content standards, the behaviors 
of music educators are controlled as well. By teaching to the content standards, 
music educators appear to provide a united front in demonstrating that learning 
music is measurable, therefore worthwhile. Going against the standards, on the 
other hand, may provide less observable evidence that music is worthy of study 
and therefore in the public’s eye unworthy of inclusion in the curriculum. (p. 25) 
The danger in accepting these content standards and methods as the guidelines for the 
subject is in its quest for legitimacy, music education focuses on the end product and 
producing “excellence in public performance” over “democratic participation or the 
virtues of inclusion and equal-opportunity” (Allsup & Westerlund, 2012, p. 139). 
Governance. Teachers valued having a voice in how the schools operated and 
which “instructional priorities should prevail over administrative priorities” (Johnson, 
1990, p. 180). Teachers wanted to be included in the decision-making process and not 
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only serve as advisors to the school administration (Johnson, 1990). Teachers wanted 
their opinions to be respected and to have a “decisive role in setting policy” (Johnson, 
1990, p. 203). Ingersoll (2003) found that although teachers were given autonomy within 
their classrooms, they had little influence or input on the overall management of their 
work and workplace. This included input on “their schedule, their class sizes, the office 
and classroom space they used, and the use of school funds for classroom material. 
Teachers usually had little input into hiring, firing, and budgetary decisions” (Ingersoll, 
2003, pp. 75–77). Although teachers are given control over their classrooms, they have 
little influence on school-wide policy or decision-making processes.  
Principal. Many recent studies on teacher work conditions have focused on the 
impact of school leadership and administration on teacher job satisfaction. Studies show 
that the principal's leadership played a crucial role in job satisfaction and career decisions 
(Johnson et al., 2012; Ladd, 2009). Ingersoll (2003) found that principals have the most 
influence in administrative, social, and instructional decision-making activities compared 
to teacher influence and school board influence. Teachers often did not have any control 
over the subjects or courses that they taught. Although out of field teaching can occur due 
to teacher shortages, Ingersoll (2002; as cited in Johnson et al., 2005, p. 25) found that it 
was often a result of poor principal leadership and administrative management. 
Teachers look to administrators for feedback on instruction. Most schools have a 
formal evaluation system where someone, often a principal, will assess their performance 
as a teacher (Ingersoll, 2003). Ingersoll found that these formal observations did little to 
improve instruction but created accountability, control, and sometimes fear. This 
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bureaucratic system of evaluation establishes a paper trail that often determines if a 
teacher obtains tenure. The level of control was sometimes so bureaucratic that teachers 
were asked to provide grade books, tests for approval, and complete so much paperwork 
that it interfered with student instruction (Ingersoll, 2003). 
Due to the specialized nature of music, music teachers often received little 
direction in their teaching. While music teachers report that this means that they have 
considerable autonomy within their classrooms (Froehlich & Smith, 2017; Gardner, 
2006; Hancock, 2008), it may also result in a lack of communication with administration 
regarding instructional practices in the classroom (Gardner, 2006). Administrators may 
feel uncomfortable offering feedback to music teachers due to their unfamiliarity with the 
subject area (Conway, 2001; Conway & Zerman, 2004). Without proper input from their 
administrators, music teachers may lack direction and feedback on their instruction. 
Teachers look to administrators to address and value their concerns. The support 
of the school leadership is essential in administrative, social, and instructional processes. 
For music teachers, many of whom are secondary teachers, administrative support is 
critical. Secondary music classes are generally offered as electives (Abril & Gault, 2008), 
thus putting pressure on music teachers to maintain high enrollment numbers (Gardner, 
2006; Scheib, 2006). Madsen and Hancock (2002) found that administrators often 
possessed different views on the “importance of music education, a perception of music 
as an extracurricular activity, and challenges to the content of instruction” (p. 15). 
Administrators sometimes valued music “for solely utilitarian purposes” or saw music 
classes as the break for the “academic” teachers (Madsen & Hancock, 2002, p. 15). The 
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way administrators perceive the purpose and importance of music classes is therefore 
equally important to teachers as the outward display of administrative support.  
School organization and culture. The school culture must be one where teachers 
and colleagues hold shared beliefs and work toward similar goals. Johnson and 
colleagues (2005) defined school organization and culture as “the way a school is 
organized and the shared beliefs, attitudes and practices of teachers within that 
organization” (p. 81). School culture encompasses many characteristics that also fall into 
other categories, making it difficult at times to define. School culture can include the 
principal's influence and level of respect, openness, and commitment to student 
achievement (Simon & Johnson, 2015). Other aspects of school culture may include 
student discipline and parental involvement.  
Student conduct problems can cause teachers to feel unsafe and disrupt the 
educational process (Johnson et al., 2005). The Public Agenda Survey (2004; as cited in 
Johnson et al., 2005, p. 76) found that many schools reported problems with “bullying 
and harassment, cheating, disrupting class by talking out and horseplay, rowdiness in the 
common areas, students showing up late to class, and students treating teachers with a 
lack of respect.” Music teachers might struggle with student discipline as a result of their 
large class sizes. Classroom management issues may also arise from the “variation in the 
previous levels of expectations and instruction the students experienced” (Gordon, 2000, 
p. 35). Conway and Zerman (2004) interviewed a teacher who struggled with student 
discipline due to the fact that there were so many students who were “being asked to 
make noise” (p. 76). The nature of the music ensemble classes can be quite different from 
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other classes and at times these various circumstances can create a more challenging 
classroom environment for teachers to manage. Therefore, music teachers need to feel 
supported when handling student discipline issues. 
Colleagues. While it used to be believed that teachers valued their classroom's 
privacy, new research shows the benefits of collegial interactions. In 1975, Lortie 
reported that teachers often worked in isolation. Recent studies show that teachers desire 
interaction with their colleagues and that there are also many advantages to collaboration 
among teachers (Johnson et al., 2005). Teachers benefit from sharing professional goals 
with their colleagues and working in an inclusive environment of trust and respect 
(Simon & Johnson, 2015). Collaboration between colleagues has also been shown to 
improve student achievement (Johnson, 2006). Although teachers desire collaboration, it 
“requires more than good intentions”; teachers and administrators must prioritize 
scheduling time to collaborate and create a cooperative atmosphere for working together 
(p. 8).  
Music teachers reported feeling isolated and being members of small departments. 
(Conway, 2001; Hancock, 2008). In smaller districts, they may be the only music teacher 
in their building (Conway & Zerman, 2004). These feelings of isolation can make it 
difficult for teachers to feel like they are a part of the school organization and 
community. Many other factors may influence isolation, including the classroom's 
location, such as being set in a wing of its own or being itinerant teachers (Conway, 
2015). Another challenge that music teachers encountered was a lack of collegial support 
when scheduling time for music classes or rehearsals (Gordon, 2000). One teacher stated 
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that after working around everyone's schedule, “fine arts gets the leftovers” (Gordon, 
2000). The feelings of isolation coupled with a lack of support from colleagues can make 
it difficult for music teachers to collaborate with their colleagues and feel included in the 
school environment.  
Community support. The community plays an essential role in student and 
teacher success. Johnson (1990) found that parent involvement could impact student 
performance at school. Schools help to promote or hinder the interaction between 
teachers and parents (Johnson, 1990). Parental involvement that supports the students and 
teachers was an essential factor for success and school improvement. However, parent 
involvement that questioned teacher judgment or created tension or miscommunication 
could lead to teacher dissatisfaction (Johnson, 1990; Johnson et al., 2005).  
Further, music teachers may seek parent volunteers to chaperone, fundraise, and 
assist with all the extra tasks that music teachers undertake to put on a successful concert 
or a field trip (Baker, 2007). Music teachers also need the support of the community to be 
successful in their jobs. Concerts are a very public evaluation of music teachers, making 
community support central to a music teacher's success (Conway & Zerman, 2004). The 
attendance of the parents and the community at a concert is vital for music teacher 
success and job satisfaction. 
Music Teacher Research 
       The rate of music teacher attrition is similar to the rate of all teachers (Hancock, 
2009). Gardner (2006, 2010) created a music teacher profile and compared the data of 
music teachers to the general teacher population. Their research has led to further 
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examination into the unique circumstances of a music teacher. The distinctive 
characteristics of a music teacher include public evaluations, large class sizes, traveling 
between buildings, feelings of isolation, and extra time outside of the school day 
(Conway, 2001; Gardner, 2006; Scheib, 2003). Like other teachers, the support of an 
administrator is crucial for music teachers. Therefore, researchers including Siebert 
(2008) and Conway (2001, 2010, 2015) have examined why music teachers remain in the 
field and how to support them in music-specific ways. Music teacher attrition is 
problematic for staffing purposes and has a lasting effect on the success or detriment of a 
music program.  
The Profile of a Music Teacher. Large scale data sets, like the Schools and 
Staffing Survey and the Teacher Follow Up Survey were used by Hancock (2008) and 
Gardner (2006, 2010) in learning about the characteristics of music teachers. Gardner 
(2006, 2010) found that music teachers far were more likely than other general or subject 
area teachers to hold itinerant or part-time positions. He also found that they were less 
likely to receive support with special needs students, especially in ensembles (Gardner, 
2006). Gardner (2010) also found that music teachers faced unique challenges that 
included teaching large classes, planning concerts, teaching electives, and traveling 
between buildings. The characteristics of music teachers are not only valid in the United 
States. Welch et. al (2011) found that British music educators reported feeling isolated 
from their colleagues. Welch and colleagues also found that over half of the 25 
participants in the study were teaching other performance-related subjects besides music, 
despite feeling less confident in those subject areas. Some of these performance-related 
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subjects included drama, expressive arts, performance studies, or a vocational performing 
arts class. However, some music teachers also reported being assigned teaching 
English/literacy, dancing, or technology.  Out-of-field teaching is often a quick solution 
by administrators to solve a teacher shortage problem in a manner that is “more 
convenient, less expensive, and less-time consuming” (Ingersoll, 2001b, p. 45). These out 
of field teaching assignments may cause novice teachers to become overwhelmed and 
discouraged, leading them to change schools or even leave teaching altogether (Johnson 
et al., 2005). 
Hancock (2008) examined the trends for teacher attrition between music teachers 
and the general teaching population. Hancock found that younger music teachers were 
more likely to migrate or leave the field. Female music teachers were more likely to 
leave, although Hancock accounts for some of this because of issues like falling behind in 
salary steps when taking time off for childrearing, he suggests further investigation on 
female teacher career choices. Minority music teachers were more likely than White, 
non-Hispanic music teachers to leave. The prior research suggests that minority teachers 
leave to work in school districts with better teaching conditions, highlighting the need to 
continue to examine the best way to retain good minority teachers. Finally, one finding 
that differed from the general teaching population was that secondary music teachers 
were more likely to leave than elementary music teachers.  
Hancock (2009) continued to look at the comparison between music teachers and 
non-music teachers. He found that most music teachers transferred to different schools in 
the same state. A unique finding for music teachers is that they may migrate to a job 
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where the music program is larger or has a better reputation after gaining some 
experience. Other reasons that music teachers left were to work on advance degrees or to 
change careers. Since the attrition rates are similar between music teachers and non-
music teachers, it is important to continue to study the reasons music teachers leave. It is 
through the study of career intentions that has helped researchers “understand who is 
most at risk for leaving the profession” (Hancock, 2009, p. 93). 
These unique music teacher attributes make administrator support that much more 
important to music teachers. Madsen and Hancock (2002) found that one of the main 
reasons that teachers left their schools or teaching completely was the lack of support, 
which included administrative support since the respondents felt that music was often 
perceived as an extracurricular activity. Gardner (2010) found music teachers were more 
likely than other teachers to move to different positions, less likely to remain in their 
current position, and more likely to enter from an outside profession. Music teachers 
were also more likely to leave in search of a better teaching assignment or because they 
were dissatisfied with the work conditions of their school (Gardner, 2006, 2010). 
Hancock (2009) found the demand for music teachers may be a result of migration and 
attrition and stated one of the main reasons music teachers left was to pursue a different 
career.  
The studies by Gardner and Hancock call for further study into the research of 
music teachers’ work conditions and the reasons that teachers remain at or leave their 
jobs. Gardner found that the unique characteristics and demographics of teachers warrant 
further study of music teachers. Hancock found that in some cases music teachers had 
	
 48 
different risk factors than the general teacher population that made them more likely to 
leave their positions. These differing characteristics work conditions may be some of the 
reasons that reducing music teacher attrition is a more complex issue that requires further 
examination and study.  
Highlighting Music Teacher Challenges and Stressors. There are a number of 
studies that examine the stressors faced by music teachers in their work environment. 
Gordon (2000) identified three categories of stress in her interviews of four music 
educators. They were:  
• the behaviors and attitudes in regard to discipline and support of the music 
program;  
• the difficulties of programs in the school that impacted the music program, such 
as scheduling, lack of resources and funding, non-musical demands of teaching, 
and extended teaching hours; 
• the insufficient training for music teaching as reported by the participants. 
Gordon found that time was a critical issue for all respondents and some of the challenges 
the teachers faced included student discipline and student motivation issues, coupled with 
large class sizes that created management problems. Hancock (2008) also identified time 
to be an important work condition among music teachers. Hancock writes, “Although 
empirically associated with attrition among music teachers in general, spending 
extracurricular time on work is the norm in most music programs…however, working 




Similarly, Scheib (2003) identified role overload to be a stressor that music 
teachers faced. Scheib found that the four teachers in his study had to balance their 
personal and professional lives, while still meeting the needs of all of their students. 
Additionally, the subjects in the study felt that the unwanted, unimportant, and tedious 
tasks took away from time on desired activities. These tasks included time spent on 
fundraising and administrative roles. Resource inadequacy was a source of stress when it 
came to adequate staffing for their programs, as the subjects did not feel like they had 
enough power to allocate funding for their programs. Welch et al. (2011) also found that 
participants were frustrated on time spent on administrative duties making less time for 
music-making activities. This included attendance at meetings, paperwork, perceived 
bureaucracy, and a demand for time beyond the school day. Although there are 
differences in educational systems around the world, some bureaucratic challenges 
appear to be the same for music teachers in the United States and Great Britain.  
Navigating the expectations of the school culture may be especially difficult for 
new teachers who are still learning the expectations of the school routines (Froehlich & 
Smith, 2017). Froehlich and Smith wrote that teachers are expected to help students grow 
as musicians while still fulfilling the demands of the school institution, which includes 
“contributing to the learning basic, functional skills, maintaining discipline among the 
pupils, keeping pace with administrative routines, and fitting in with the rest of the 
teaching staff” (p. 21). Thus, when music teachers are burdened with: 
providing and keeping in order (virtual) paper trails for pedagogical actions taken, 
raising funds for curricular or extra-curricular projects, filing funding reports, 
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keeping records of student learning and remaining in touch with parents, 
preparing students for taking (standardized) tests, and being available for 
meetings and consultations. (p. 20) 
 
it is easy to understand how they can quickly become overwhelmed. Scheib (2006) stated 
that the overloading of teachers caused teachers to be deskilled. The lack of time prevents 
teachers from building and designing their own curricular materials. The result is less 
teacher autonomy and a feeling that teachers are no longer treated as professionals. 
Educator vs. Musician. When music teachers are not treated as professionals, 
this may lead to the related stressor of role conflict (Scheib, 2003). This included the 
conflict between the personal (parent/spouse) and the professional music educator. 
Another participant described the conflict between being an educator, who tended to the 
needs of his students, vs. being the director of the bands, where he was focused on 
creating an excellent performance for the group. One inter-role conflict was filling the 
role of being fun and engaging in order to increase student enrollment while managing to 
meet the demands of teaching students. The participants in one study commented that 
working as a music teacher in school made them too exhausted afterschool, thus making 
it difficult for them to maintain their other identify as a performing musician (Welch et 
al., 2011). Madsen and Hancock (2002) also found related areas of concern for music 
teachers included balancing the time required in teaching, a desire to stay home and raise 
a family, preference for performing over teaching, a lack of musical challenge, and a shift 
in career interest.  
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Music teachers may have to resolve the conflict of “who they are as musicians 
and as employed educators” (Froehlich & Smith, 2017, p. 21). Teaching full time and 
simultaneously juggling any other musician-related work may lead to burnout (Froehlich 
& Smith, 2017). The musician and pedagogue may sometimes conflict with one another 
when: 
characteristics unique to the chosen field of music can hinder a teacher’s 
adjustment to the norms governing the workplace of school…or when a teacher’s 
deep immersion in those [musical] skills and knowledge may potentially distract 
from instructional needs mandated by the learners present in the classroom. 
(Froehlich & Smith, 2017, p. 19) 
 
Scheib (2006) examined a deeper level of conflicting ideologies created in the 
school setting and music teacher life. Scheib defines four main curricular ideologies in 
America. He describes them as the following: 
• Humanism: where the curriculum should be focused on “teaching subject 
matter from the finest traditions of Western culture” 
• Developmentalism: where the focus is a child-centered curriculum 
• Social Efficiency: where the purpose of school is to prepare a child for 
their adult life, leading to “standardized curriculum, greater accountability 
measures, tracking for vocational careers, and judgments of curricular 
success based on efficiency criteria” 
• Social Meliorism: where educators strive to “create a better society 
through the education of their students.” (p. 5-6) 
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Scheib recognized that being a music educator supports a humanist view centered on 
teaching Western culture and tradition; while school systems employed a contrasting 
“social efficiency ideology” (p. 7). Scheib also realized that music educators are trained 
not only as teachers but also as musicians who study in conservatory-like settings. “As a 
result, music teachers hold not only developmentalist and social meliorist ideals taught 
through their teacher licensure courses, but also humanist ideals taught through their 
training as musicians” (p. 7). Many music students may “experience a conflict of identity 
as they try to develop as a musician and a teacher simultaneously” (Conway, 2010, p. 
263). Froehlich and Smith (2017) agreed that the socialization experiences of a school 
music teacher may be quite different from those who study in a conservatory setting to 
become a performing musician. Navigating the balance between these educational 
philosophies and musical traditions can be challenging for many music teachers. 
Administrators. In line with general teacher research, music teachers also cite 
administrative support as one of the most significant contributors to job satisfaction and 
workplace perceptions (Gardner, 2006, 2010). Madsen and Hancock (2002) found that 
one of the main reasons music teachers left their schools or teaching was due to the lack 
of support they felt. Professional support from administration, parents, and the school 
was essential to the music teachers. The issues related to the lack of support included 
perspectives on music as an extracurricular activity and challenges to the content of 
instruction taught. When music courses are not a required course, it can feel like the 
subject is only seen as an extracurricular activity (Abril & Gault, 2008; Madsen & 
Hancock, 2002). Further, Scheib (2006) found that music teachers often face additional 
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challenges as special area teachers where they are judged by the enrollment numbers in 
their course.  
Baker (2007) found that respondents cited a lack of administrative support, a lack 
of student motivation, a pursuit of other music careers, job stress, attending graduate 
school in music, and a lack of student discipline as reasons for leaving. The support of 
their colleagues was found to be central and the second most frequent response was the 
school environment and administrative support the teachers received. Baker found that 
fellow music colleagues were ranked highest in importance to both early-career music 
teachers and administrators. Overall, teachers in this study were satisfied with their jobs 
but stated that community and parent support, higher salaries, and administrative support 
could increase job satisfaction.  
Abril and Gault (2006) explored principals’ perceptions on music programs and 
curriculums. The researchers studied the degree to which certain variables affected 
elementary music programs. They collected information about the school, principal, and 
music program demographics. The survey was sent to 350 schools in the United States 
and yielded a response rate of 61%. The survey included questions about music learning 
outcomes, rating broad educational goals that may be linked to school music instruction, 
and rating the degree that certain variables affect music programs. The results showed 
that principals all felt that the music programs were meeting the music education 
standards, and they valued the ways that music can connect with other subject areas. 
Principals recognized that certain factors negatively affected their music programs, such 




Abril and Gault (2008) continued their study of principals’ perspectives of music 
programs in secondary schools. Their study aimed to create a profile of the secondary 
school music programs and the principals' perceptions of the curricula. The results 
showed that almost all schools surveyed offered some music course taught by a specialist, 
although it was not always a required course. Band and chorus were the most common 
course offerings, and the required courses were more often middle school or junior high 
school courses. The researchers said “rural schools were found to provide significantly 
less than their suburban and urban counterparts” (Abril & Gault, 2008, p. 78). Finally, 
principals felt that students and parents positively impacted the music programs, while 
budgets and scheduling could prove challenging to the music program. 
New Music Teachers and Improving Music Teacher Retention. Research on 
beginning music teacher induction programs by Conway have highlighted some key 
issues among music teachers. The challenges many new teachers face include feeling 
isolated, navigating budgets and fundraisers, public performances and community 
relations (Conway, 2001; Conway & Zerman, 2004). Siebert (2008) examined the 
reasons that music teachers remain in the field and found that positive experiences and 
favorable work conditions impacted the decision to remain in teaching. Professional 
development and mentorship are also important in helping music teachers remain in the 
field (Conway & Christensen, 2006; Siebert, 2008). The following studies highlight the 
challenges that new music teachers face when they first begin teaching and also provide 
some insight on the factors that have helped music teachers be successful and remain in 
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their jobs.   
Conway (2001) looked at prior research on the beginning music teacher. The 
findings from the studies reviewed demonstrated a need to improve music teacher 
preparation to address issues that are often overlooked among first-year teachers, such as 
feelings of isolation, culture shock, community relations, and being overwhelmed and 
overburdened. First-year teachers were more concerned about budget preparation and 
personal growth. They also sought collaboration with other music teachers. Conway 
(2001) isolated the problems that new teachers faced which were most relevant to music 
teachers, including: 
having multiple teaching assignments and difficult schedules; being given a 
teaching assignment outside one's content area; having an unrealistic vision of 
success; feeling isolated; experiencing difficulty with administrator evaluation 
and observation; classroom management; and not having enough time for 
planning. (p. 17)  
Conway also recognized that music teachers often feel pressure to perform at a high level 
in public, and many administrators are not familiar with the content area. Conway 
suggests extensive beginning teacher induction programs that are specific to music 
teachers to address many of these concerns. 
Conway and Zerman (2004) used a case study of one teacher to examine a first-
year instrumental teacher's perceptions. They focused on her mentoring, induction, and 
experiences as a first-year teacher. The case study included analysis of Zerman's journal, 
her mentor/mentee email correspondence, two observations followed by interviews with 
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Conway, an open response questionnaire, and an interview with her mentor and building 
principal. The study showed that Zerman was feeling overwhelmed and initially 
concerned when she first began her position. The issues that caused these feelings 
included being the only instrumental music teacher in the building, having a large number 
of students making noise simultaneously, differentiating instruction for an instrumental 
music class where the students were playing differing instruments, no downtime in class, 
public evaluations (concerts), managing large sums of money, and outside of school 
requirements like festivals, trips, and fundraisers. The mentor experience was a positive 
and strong relationship that helped her navigate many of the everyday struggles, such as 
large class sizes and choosing repertoire for various grade levels and musical abilities. 
The district provided several professional development opportunities for beginning 
teachers, but Zerman expressed a desire for more music-specific professional 
development and interactions with other music teachers. Conway and Zerman (2004) 
suggested that the music education profession must help new music teachers face the 
unique challenges they face, such as isolation, public performances, and choosing 
repertoire, as they note that “generic beginning teacher programs alone do not provide the 
right kind of support” (p. 80). Conway and Zerman believe that teacher induction and 
mentoring is not only crucial for teacher retention but must also foster “growth in 
beginning teachers so that they emerge from the induction phase as reflective master 
music teachers” (p. 80).  
Conway and Christensen (2006) completed a case study of a beginning music 
teacher. Conway examined the perceptions of a first-year teacher on professional 
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development offerings through journaling, observation, interview data, and the subject's 
response to readings on professional development. Three themes related to professional 
development emerged from the study. There was professional development offered 
through the district, external organizations, and self-sought opportunities. Music-specific 
professional development is most useful to music teachers, and the general district-
provided workshops did not hold much relevance to what the participant taught. The 
subject felt extremely isolated as a traveling teacher between the middle and high school. 
She did not feel like she fit into either school. Finally, music festivals and competitions 
are often a unique experience for music teachers. Christenson recounted her first festival 
experience where she initially left upset and disappointed at the feedback she received 
from the adjudication. Christensen was not prepared for this festival; reflecting back she 
said, “you don’t know what you don’t know” (p. 22). Zerman (Conway & Zerman, 2004) 
counted herself fortunate for having mentor guidance on festival deadlines, applications, 
and selecting appropriate repertoire, but this knowledge and mentorship highlighted some 
of the specialized skills music teachers are assumed to possess.  Conway and Christenson 
suggested that a mentor for the technical details, as well as an emotional mentor, would 
be beneficial to new music teachers. This study suggests that music teachers may need 
different or additional supports and professional development opportunities than what is 
offered to them by their school districts. 
Siebert (2008) investigated the development and retention of music teachers. To 
address the increasing attrition statistics, Siebert sought to identify why music teachers 
remain in the field. Using qualitative data collection from focus groups, Siebert 
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uncovered that self-determined music teachers were connected to other music teachers, 
competent in their field, participated in connectedness and competence building 
activities, and displayed autonomous behavior. Siebert's findings on work conditions 
were that teachers in the focus groups valued favorable work conditions such as adequate 
music supplies, a viable music curriculum, a realistic teaching schedule, and autonomy in 
their instruction. The teachers participated in professional activities that supported their 
identity as a music educator. Over time, positive experiences seemed to help build a 
strong sense of efficacy that impacted the decision to remain in teaching. Other factors 
that influenced the career longevity included: informed and meaningful feedback, 
mentorship from a music teacher, recognition of the music program, and collaboration 
with colleagues.  
The research on beginning music teachers highlights the challenges many teachers 
may encounter. Some of the earliest research showed that music teachers experienced: 
isolation, loneliness, culture-shock, in-service help, administrative help, 
community relations, feelings of failure, feelings of being in a “sink or swim” 
situation, feeling overworked, feeling overburdened, feeling overtired, being 
confused by or in disagreement with administrative policies and evaluations, 
dealing with parents, and feeling threatened, insecure and vulnerable. (Conway, 
2010, p. 269) 
While many teachers may know that the first few years may be difficult, living through 
the struggles can still be disheartening. These challenges can make it difficult for many 
new teachers to persist. Therefore, Conway (2010) suggests that beginning music teacher 
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support is essential especially in the first five years of music teaching. This may help to 
improve the music teacher retention rates.  
Impact on Music Programs. Over a four-year period, Kloss (2012) examined 
data from the Arizona Band and Orchestra Directors Association. The data was collected 
from marching bands because the participation figures must be accurate to reflect their 
appropriate performance division. Ninety-six high schools were able to provide data for 
all four years of this study. Almost 60% of the schools kept one band teacher the entire 
time. Of the remaining schools, 35% had one band teacher leave, and 5% had two band 
teachers leave over the course of the four years. The results showed a relationship 
between band teacher turnover and marching band participation. The programs that had 
one band teacher had more stable student participation. Bands that experienced three 
band teachers during the four-year period showed the most considerable change in 
participation. 
Job satisfaction 
Researchers are learning that work conditions and context significantly affect 
teachers' perspectives of their jobs. Their satisfaction “with the workplace is hard to 
distinguish from their satisfaction with the work itself” (Johnson, 1990, p. 23). Studies in 
the corporate and industrial workplace have shown that the character of the workplace 
impacts employee job satisfaction and, ultimately, the nature of the work (Johnson, 
1990). 
Kalleberg (1977) examined the data from a 1972-1973 Quality of Employment 
Survey to determine how work values and job rewards influence job satisfaction. The 
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researcher also examined the factors that determine which individuals obtain job rewards. 
Kalleberg found that work values have a significant effect on job satisfaction. 
Additionally, the researcher found a link between the “variation in job satisfaction to the 
actors that influence workers' attainment of job rewards” (p. 141). 
Griffith and colleagues (2000) completed a meta-analysis review of all studies on 
employee turnover in the 1990s. They examined 42 studies that reported predictor-
turnover relationships. They compared their studies to an earlier meta-analysis. They 
examined personal characteristics, satisfaction with the overall job and job facets, other 
dimensions of work experience, external environment factors, behavioral predictors, 
cognitions, and behaviors about the withdrawal process as elements that may impact 
employee turnover. They found that the best predictors of turnover included job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, job search, comparison of alternatives, 
withdrawal, cognitions, and quit intentions. They also found that “managerial 
interventions may most effectively deter quit[ting]” (p. 486). 
Alnıaçık and colleagues (2012) studied the relationships between career 
motivation, affective commitment, and job satisfaction. The researchers also examined 
the relationships between career motivation and employee characteristics such as age, 
gender, income, and tenure. They used a survey developed by Grzeda and Prince (1997) 
called the "integrated career motivation scale" and collected 250 questionnaires. The 
respondents included employees in the fields of education, higher education, services, 
banking, finance, automotive, and construction. The findings showed that career 
motivation was positively correlated to affective movement and job satisfaction. While 
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most employee characteristics, such as age, income, and tenure, did not show a 
significant relationship with career motivation, “career motivation scores significantly 
differed according to respondents' gender” (Alnıaçık et al., 2012, p. 361). The researchers 
found a positive relationship between career motivation and organizational commitment 
and affective commitment. Job satisfaction was related to career motivation. For this 
reason, the researchers recommended employers find ways to support career motivation. 
Rusbult and fellow researchers (1988) conducted three studies to examine job 
dissatisfaction and its relationships to employee exit, voice, loyalty, and neglect. 
The researchers examined the following hypotheses: 
1. Employees with high levels of overall job satisfaction and high prior satisfaction 
should be more likely to engage in voice and loyalty and less likely to engage in 
exit and neglect than employees with low overall job satisfaction. 
2. Employees with high investment in a job should be more likely to engage in voice 
and loyalty and less likely to engage in exit and neglect than employees with low 
investment. 
3. Employees with high-quality alternatives should be more likely to engage in exit 
and voice and less likely to engage in loyalty and neglect than employees with 
poor quality alternatives. 
Using a simulation study, the researchers gathered information on the impact of 
the model variables on dissatisfaction in the first study. The second study was a large-
scale cross-sectional field study and was used to extend the first study's external validity. 
The third study was a lab experience that focused on the causal impact of the model 
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variables. The findings of all three studies supported the above initially proposed 
hypotheses.  
         Job satisfaction can be defined as how people feel about their jobs (Vallas et al., 
2009). In many industries, employee job satisfaction is important to employers due to the 
belief that satisfied workers will be more productive workers (Vallas et al., 2009). One 
study that contributed to this belief was a study in the automotive industry that showed 
that employee job satisfaction could impact employee productivity (Johnson, 1990). Job 
satisfaction is essential because it is relevant to all employees across occupations and 
time (Vallas et al., 2009). Social scientists have sought to examine job satisfaction and its 
relation to problems of work in an industrial society (Kalleberg, 1977). 
         Job satisfaction has been a central topic of study because of its impact on employee 
career paths (Griffeth et al., 2000; Rusbult et al., 1988). The effect of job satisfaction on 
career decisions is studied by many organizations because “dissatisfied employees are 
more likely to quit than satisfied employees” (Alnıaçık et al., 2012, p. 357) Studies on job 
satisfaction highlight the importance of a “positive relationship between career 
motivation and organizational commitment” (Rusbult et al., 1988, p. 361). Satisfied 
employees perform better, are more committed, have better attendance at work, and are 
more likely to stay at their place of employment. 
Career decisions 
In studying teacher attrition, Grissmer and Kirby (1987, 1993) examined the 
human capital theory of monetary and non-monetary benefits to an occupation. Monetary 
benefits include promotion opportunities, insurance, retirement, income, etc. Non-
	
 63 
monetary benefits included work conditions, the support of coworkers, the compatibility 
of work schedules with personal life, proper materials, and factors such as student 
attitude. While recognizing some limitations to the human capital theory for teacher 
attrition, they conclude that an individual stays in the profession when they have enough 
human capital for that occupation.  
Rosenholtz and Simpson (1990) examined the work conditions that impacted 
teacher commitment at different stages of their career. They found that the work 
conditions were important in the commitment of teachers to stay or leave, however the 
work conditions that mattered to new differed from the midcareer group of teachers. They 
found that new teachers were more influenced by the conditions that impacted 
performance tasks, while midcareer teachers were more influenced by the task discretion 
and autonomy. 
While there is always some level of employee turnover in any occupation, high 
turnover suggests an organizational problem (Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). High levels of 
employee turnover affect organizational stability and can impact the school environment 
and student performance. Despite knowing that teacher turnover can be an area of 
concern, it is challenging to measure teacher attrition. We can, however, examine 
teacher's stated career intentions, as prior research (Griffeth et al., 2000; Rusbult et al., 
1988) shows that job satisfaction is linked to career decisions.  
Summary 
While music teachers experience some of the same frustrations about their work 
conditions that general classroom teachers do, researchers concluded that music teachers 
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face distinctive challenges from general classroom teachers (Gardner, 2006; Gordon, 
2000; Hancock, 2008; Siebert, 2008). Some of these conditions include: being employed 
part-time or traveling between buildings, being members of small departments and 
lacking music-specific professional development, lacking classroom support for students 
with IEPs, being responsible for more students than the general teacher, larger class sizes, 
public evaluations, teaching courses that are viewed as electives, and constraints of time 
for rehearsals and personal life.  
         The work conditions that music teachers face are often a result of the bureaucratic 
nature of schooling. When administrators seek to find the most efficient way to provide 
music education for students, it can result in a lack of time for teacher planning, teaching 
overload, lack of administrative support, and large class sizes for music teachers. Music 
teachers may also lack influence in school-wide decisions. This is especially challenging 
when music teachers are tasked with educating large numbers of students and putting on 
public performances. They value having input on the work conditions that they face day-
to-day. 
         Job satisfaction is an important predictor of teacher career decisions. When teachers 
move schools or leave the field of education, student instruction and the school 
organization is impacted. It is, therefore, crucial to understand the conditions that affect 
teacher job satisfaction. Policymakers and educational reformers often make changes that 
impact teacher pay and the physical aspects of teacher work conditions. However, 
research indicates that it is the social conditions of teacher's work that matter the most for 
job satisfaction. If this is the case, a new approach must be considered for improving 
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teacher work conditions. As the literature shows, music teachers face many unique 
challenges to their work conditions. These conditions must be investigated to better 
understand the music teacher's place in a bureaucratic institution.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
This study aimed to gather information about the working conditions of music 
teachers in New York through the use of an existing survey. I intended to ascertain which 
working conditions matter most to music teachers by examining how working conditions 
impact job satisfaction and career decisions. 
Study Design 
I conducted a replication study to extend the findings from Johnson et al. (2012) 
to music teachers in New York. Johnson et al. (2012) studied the work conditions of 
teachers in Massachusetts and the impact of work conditions on job satisfaction, career 
decisions, and student achievement. In doing a replication study, I hoped to examine 
whether the work conditions that impacted music teachers in New York were the same as 
those that mattered most to the Massachusetts teachers. “With continued replication 
studies across different situations, a pattern of positive and negative findings might 
develop that would help us better understand the nature of academic monitoring” (Gall et 
al., 2007, p. 47).  
In replicating the study, I gathered data that would capture school and 
demographic information as well as music teacher specific information. I distributed a 
questionnaire to collect data on music teacher work conditions, job satisfaction, and 
career intentions. Survey data has been frequently used to study work conditions and 
demographics related to job satisfaction and career intentions (Ingersoll, 1994; Johnson et 
al., 2012; Ladd, 2009, 2011; Loeb et al., 2005). I analyzed the data to determine the 
relationship between work conditions, job satisfaction, and career intention. I compared 
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my results to the findings of Massachusetts teachers (Johnson et al., 2012) and North 
Carolina teachers (Ladd, 2009) to determine if there was a difference between the 
conditions of work that matter the most to music teachers and general teachers.  
The TELL Survey 
The New Teacher Center (NTC) is an organization focused on increasing student 
learning by improving educator effectiveness (New Teacher Center, About Us, 2021). 
Research has shown that teachers who have supportive school environments will be more 
successful at their jobs. Teaching conditions impact student learning and teacher 
retention. School-level conditions such as conduct management, demands on teacher 
time, teacher autonomy, and professional development all impact student learning (New 
Teacher Center, 2021). 
The NTC designed the TELL survey instrument to gather data to improve 
educator effectiveness. The survey has been used in over 18 states across America (New 
Teacher Center, 2021). The TELL survey helps to “gather, document, and analyze 
educator perceptions of teaching and learning conditions in schools and districts” (New 
Teacher Center, para. 1, 2021). Over 700,000 educators have responded to the survey and 
provided data about their teaching conditions. The TELL survey was designed to 
examine the work conditions of teachers and help provide plans for improvement and 
professional development within the schools.  
Original Survey Design. The original survey collected information about teacher 




• The time required and given for instruction, collaboration, grading, supervisory 
duties, and volunteer activities 
• Facilities and resources 
• Community support and involvement 
• Managing student conduct 
• Teacher leadership 
• School leadership 
• Professional development 
• Instructional practices and support 
• Overall conditions, including job intentions 
In order to collect the data needed to answer the research questions, I used the questions 
from the TELL (Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning) survey (Appendix A). I 
contacted the NTC for permission to use their survey. The NTC provided a contract that 
granted me permission to use their 2017 TELL survey for my dissertation research. 
(Appendix B). I took the survey questions that the NTC sent me and inputted the 
questions into Qualtrics for my distribution.  
Original Survey Validity and Reliability. The TELL survey instrument's 
validity and reliability were measured internally and by an external research group (New 
Teacher Center, 2014). The NTC provided the background to the way the survey was 
constructed saying: 
The NTC teaching conditions survey instrument consists of a core set of questions 
that have been externally validated by AIR with funding from the Bill and 
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Melinda Gates Foundation. This work is research driven and has shown 
connections between positive teaching conditions and student achievement and 
teacher retention. (New Teacher Center, para. 4, n.d.)  
External validity was measured to ensure the survey accurately measured teaching and 
learning conditions. “The review use[d] the Rasche Rating Scale Model to examine the 
item-measure correlations, item fit, rating scale functioning, unidimensionality, and 
generalizability of the instrument” (New Teacher Center, 2013, p. 3). Swanlund (2011; as 
cited by New Teacher Center, 2013, p. 3) conducted a study to determine the external 
validity and reliability of this survey. Internally, the NTC also conducted factor analysis 
and reliability tests on the TELL survey. 
Survey Adaptations. In order to examine the possible differences between music 
teachers and general teachers, I added additional demographic questions (Appendix C) to 
collect information specific to music teachers. Using these content-specific questions, I 
gathered more information on particular characteristics that are uniquely relevant to 
music teachers such as, secondary vs. elementary music teachers, itinerancy, and music 
teacher content specialty (instrumental, vocal, general, other, etc.).  
Institutional Review Board 
I applied for Institutional Review Board Exempt Approval through Boston 
University. I received approval for my application (Appendix D) in April 2018 for the 
study in advance of data collection from the Institutional Review Board at Boston 
University (Protocol Number 4723X). Participation in my study posed few risks for 
respondents. Participants were required to complete a consent form that outlined the 
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research and survey's purpose and goals. The consent also explained how I would store 
the data and how I would protect participant confidentiality. 
Survey Participants 
I choose to use New York State as the population for this study due to my 
familiarity with the state. As a music teacher in New York State, I was familiar with 
some of the teacher work conditions in the state. In New York State, music teachers are 
certified to teach any music subject or specialty for K-12 schools. This differs from some 
states that have specialized certifications for instrumental or vocal (National Association 
for Music Education, 2020). Furthermore, The New York State School Music 
Association (NYSSMA) asserted that they are the “largest and most successful NAfME 
[National Association for Music Education] state unit in the country” (NYSSMA, n.d., 
para. 5). As such, the population surveyed helps provide a glimpse at music teacher work 
conditions in public schools. There are approximately 5,000 members in the NYSSMA 
organization (NYSSMA, n.d.). According to the New York State Department of 
Education website, there were 7,010 music teachers employed during the 2013-2014 
school year (New York State Department of Education, n.d.).  
Drawing the Sample  
Using the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Common Core of Data 
as a sampling frame, I drew a random sample of schools located in New York. All New 
York State schools in 2017 that were generated from the NCES list were imported into 
STATA. I excluded charter schools, private schools, and alternative schools from the 
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sampling frame. I used a pseudorandom number generator in STATA to choose a random 
sample of 500 schools.  
Collecting Participant Contact Information  
Once the sample was drawn, I used publicly available school directory 
information to identify the music teachers working in the sampled schools. I collected the 
email addresses for the music teachers at the schools numbered between 1-250. The 
contact information for music teachers was mostly gathered on teacher websites or 
district websites. If the contact information for the music teacher at that school was 
unavailable, the school was deleted from the sample and replaced with another school 
randomly selected from the schools remaining in the sampling frame. 
Collecting music teacher contact information was challenging at times. School 
websites were all organized in different ways and often used various 
platforms. This made finding the music teacher names and their email addresses difficult. 
I did my best to navigate multiple parts of the websites, including staff directory, school 
faculty lists, department lists, and teacher websites. In phase two, I hired an assistant to 
help collect the email addresses of music teachers from the sample list. 
New York City has a large population of music teachers that could have provided 
valuable input into music teacher work conditions. Many NYC school websites did not 
have a staff directory or faculty list. Most schools in NYC had the same formatted 
website, which only listed a few administrative contacts on the homepage and other 
general school information. Therefore, to include teachers working in the City of New 
York, I contacted the NYC Office of Arts Education to obtain music teacher email 
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addresses. The NYC Office of Arts Education informed me that I needed to have the New 
York City Department of Education Institutional Review Board approval to obtain this 
information. I completed the NYC DOE IRB process, which included modifying my 
survey to remove survey completion incentives for NYC DOE employees. I submitted 
my application along with the application fee. The IRB application also required me to 
travel to NYC to be fingerprinted in their offices, although my fingerprints are on file as a 
teacher in NYS with the NYS Department of Education. The NYC DOE IRB office 
approved my IRB application. Upon receiving my NYC DOE IRB approval, I re-
contacted the NYC Office of Arts Education. At this point, I was informed that they 
would not give out any contact information for the music teachers. Therefore, I removed 
the NYC music teacher population from the sample population. 
I chose to link the music teacher to the schools where they taught to provide 
school-specific data. In doing so, school-specific demographic information could be 
analyzed as well. For example, a response that showed there was only one music teacher 
in a district may be due to the fact that the school is rural and not indicative of a lack of 
support for the arts in the school district. My research goal was that school-specific data 
would shed light on the answers and data that the survey provided. Johnson et al. (2012) 
and Ladd (2009) also linked school-level data to their teacher survey results. 
Participants 
I invited all sampled teachers whose contact information was obtained to 
participate in the survey. In Phase One, I was able to identify and invite N = 422 music 
teachers. Participants were all required to complete a consent form prior to their 
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participation. Phase one only collected 25 completed surveys, although 59 surveys were 
opened. Due to the low response rate, I decided to do a second phase of invitations that 
included the music teachers in schools 251-500 (excluding NYC schools). The total 
number of music teachers invited in Phase Two was N = 374. Phase two collected N = 79 
opened responses, with a total of N = 44 completed surveys.  
Participant Protection/Consent 
Participants were required to complete a consent form (Appendix E) prior to 
beginning the survey. I collected the survey results in Qualtrics, and identifying 
information was separated from the data. I kept the information in an encrypted file 
without any identifying information on a password-protected computer. The survey data 
were analyzed using a study ID number and data. Specific identifying information about 
the music teacher and school was not tied to their responses. All of the data and responses 
were kept confidential.   
Data Collection 
I emailed a link through Qualtrics of the survey instrument to all teachers whose 
contact information had been collected. Qualtrics also had features that allowed me to 
send a preliminary notification to participants and follow up reminders about the 
survey. The survey was designed to take about 30 minutes. Due to the extended length of 
the survey, incentives were provided in an effort to increase the response rate.  
I distributed the first phase of the survey in the spring of 2018. The data collection 
window remained open for six weeks. At the end of the data collection period, the 
response rate was extremely low from the music teachers in the random sampling of 
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schools 1-250 (excluding NYC schools). Although an incentive was offered to increase 
the response rate, the low response rate may be due in part to survey invitations being 
caught by recipient spam filtering. This may especially be the case because invitations to 
the survey were sent to the school institutional, and not personal, email addresses of 
invitees. One respondent informed me that the survey had ended up in his spam folder as 
it displayed that it was being sent from a generic Qualtrics email address. Another reason 
for the low response collection was the default setting in Qualtrics that closed the survey 
seven days after it was opened. I modified the settings so that the link would remain 
active until the close of the collection period but had not realized that once someone 
began a survey, the default setting would collect the response after seven days, regardless 
of if the survey was completed. Many surveys were not completed within this seven-day 
window from opening the survey. As a result, the response was categorized as collected, 
and respondents could not resume or return to their survey. Additionally, since Qualtrics 
considered the response closed, reminder notifications did not get sent to those 
respondents. 
Phase Two of data collection began one year after Phase One, in the spring of 
2019. In order to improve the response rate, I made a few procedural changes in Phase 
Two. I changed the default setting in Qualtrics, so the survey would not close after seven 
days of starting the survey but would remain open until the end of the collection period or 
when the respondent had submitted their survey. I also set the Qualtrics invitation emails 
to appear to be sent from my Boston University email address: hus@bu.edu. The second 
phase of data collection also remained open for six weeks.  
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In order to maximize the response rate, I used a preliminary notification and 
follow-up reminders (Gall et al., 2007; Kanuk & Berenson, 1975). The initial notification 
(Appendix F) included information on the survey's purpose, how the data would be used, 
and directions for the survey. I also provided reasons for music educators to participate in 
this survey. The survey link was sent a few days after the preliminary notification. 
Follow-up reminders were sent periodically prior to the close of the survey data 
collection window. 
After both phases of data collection, N = 69 respondents fully completed the survey. 
Tabachnick & Fidell (2007) provided a formula to calculate the “cases-to-IVs ratio” 
where the results would be significant. Using their formula “N≤ 50+8m (where m is the 
number of IVs)”, the minimum number of respondents needed given that there are nine 
work constructs and two sub-factors being measured will be 138 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2007, p. 123). Response rates are important since a large number of non-responses can 
provide misleading data (Fowler, 2014). In an effort to increase response rates, the 
preliminary letter highlighted these incentives and reasons for participation in the study:  
• A drawing for one of three $100 VISA gift cards 
• Music teachers will be given a voice in providing data that can impact work 
conditions and instruction in music education. 




The TELL survey was comprised primarily of statements that asked respondents 
to select one of five Likert-scale responses. The response choices were: strongly disagree, 
disagree, agree, strongly agree, or don't know. Based on information collected from the 
survey, I categorized the questions into the following attributes: teacher attributes, time, 
facilities and resources, community support and involvement, managing student conduct, 
teacher leadership, school leadership, professional development, instructional practices 
and support, and finally new teacher support.  
Teacher Attributes. I collected information on the teacher attributes to provide a 
fully representative picture of the teacher. I included the original TELL survey 
demographic questions as well as additional music teacher specific questions. The teacher 
attribute questions included how many years they have taught in total as well as how 
many years they have been at their current school. Teachers were asked to categorize 
their school setting as urban, suburban, or rural. Respondents selected their employment 
status (full-time, part-time, or itinerant) and identified the number of buildings in which 
they taught. Teachers were asked to identify if they taught elementary and/or secondary 
grade levels and to identify their teaching assignment as general music, instrumental, 
vocal, and/or other. Finally, the teacher demographic questions included questions about 
the size of the district's music department and whether the music teacher held 
any supervisory or coordinator role for the department. 
Time. On the construct of time, teachers were asked about the sizes of their class 
and whether they believed they were able to focus on meeting all student needs. There 
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were statements about the non-instructional time provided and the amount of paperwork 
required of teachers. Teachers were also asked to evaluate the amount of time they were 
given to collaborate with colleagues. Respondents stated the amount of time within the 
workday in an average week that they spent on individual planning time, collaborative 
planning time, supervisory duties, required committee and/or staff meetings, 
administrative paperwork, communicating with parents, addressing discipline issues, 
professional development, preparation for assessments, delivery of assessments, and 
utilizing the results of assessments. The response choices were: none, up to one hour, 
one-three hours, three-five hours, five-ten hours, or more than 10 hours. The teachers 
were also asked to state how many hours outside the school day they spend on school-
related activities. 
Facilities and Resources. Teachers were asked to rate the following statements 
about their school facilities and resources. Nine statements included: teachers have access 
to appropriate instructional materials, instructional technology and reliable 
communication, office equipment, reliable and sufficient internet speed for the support of 
instruction, and a range of professional support personnel. The statements also asked 
teachers to rate how well the school is cleaned and well-maintained, as well whether they 
have an adequate space to work productively. Finally, teachers were asked to decide if 
the physical environment of classrooms supported teaching and learning. 
Community Support and Involvement. Community support and involvement 
questions measured the level of engagement between parents/guardians and the 
community with the school. Statements used to measure parent and guardian support 
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were: parents/guardians are influential decision-makers, the school encourages 
parent/guardian involvement, teachers provide useful information about student learning 
to parents/guardians, and parents/guardians know what is going on in the school and are 
supportive of teachers. The statements regarding community involvement were: the 
school maintains clear, two-way communication with the community; the community 
members support teachers; and the community we serve is supportive of this school. 
Managing Student Conduct. Teachers evaluated statements regarding student 
conduct and discipline in their school building. The statements included: students 
understand expectations for their conduct, students follow rules of conduct, and policies 
and procedures about student conduct are understood by faculty. Statements about 
administrators were: the school administrators consistently enforce rules for student 
conduct and administrators support the teachers' effort to maintain discipline in the 
classroom. Teachers were asked whether they agreed that all teachers consistently 
implement student conduct rules and whether they believe that the faculty work in a safe 
school environment.  
Teacher Leadership. The questions about teacher leadership measured the level 
of autonomy each teacher maintained within their classrooms. Statements that measured 
this included: teachers are recognized as educational experts and teachers are entrusted to 
make professional decisions about instruction and educational issues. The statements 
asked if teachers were encouraged to participate in school leadership roles, participate in 
group decisions to solve problems, and be effective leaders to solve problems. Teachers 
were asked to evaluate their role in selecting instructional resources and materials; 
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selecting and implementing teaching techniques; setting up grading and assessments; 
determining the content of professional development; establishing student discipline 
procedures; offering input into the school budget, hiring process, and school 
improvement plans. The response choices were: no role at all, small role, moderate role, 
large role, or don't know. Finally, teachers rated how strongly they agreed or disagreed 
with the statement that they have an appropriate level of influence on this school's 
decision-making. 
School Leadership. Teachers rated their level of agreement on the following 
statements about school leadership: the faculty and leadership have a shared vision, there 
is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect, teachers are comfortable raising issues and 
concerns, the school leadership consistently supports teachers, and teachers are held to 
high professional standards for delivering instruction. Additional statements were about 
teacher performance and evaluation. These statements were: the school 
leadership facilitates the use of data to improve student learning, teacher 
performance assessment is objective, teacher feedback helps to improve teaching, the 
teacher evaluation procedures are consistent, and faculty are recognized for 
their accomplishments. One statement asked teachers to rate their level of agreement with 
the idea that the school improvement team provides effective leadership at this school. 
The final question in this section asked teachers whether the school leadership made a 
sustained effort to address teacher concerns about leadership issues, facilities and 
resources, time, professional development, teacher leadership, community support, 
student behaviors, instructional practices and support, and new teacher support.  
	
 80 
Professional Development. The professional development part of the survey 
asked teachers to evaluate the resources and professional development offered to them. 
Statements about professional development included: 
• sufficient resources are available 
• appropriate time is provided 
• offerings are data-driven 
• opportunities align with the school improvement plan 
• offerings are differentiated to meet teacher needs 
• professional development deepens content knowledge 
• teachers are asked to reflect on their own practice 
• professional development follow-up is provided 
• opportunities to work with colleagues are provided 
• professional development is evaluated and results communicated with teachers 
• professional development enhances the teacher’s ability to implement 
instructional strategies to meet diver student needs 
• professional development helps to improve student learning.  
A yes or no question was posed to teachers about the areas they feel they need 
more professional development and whether they have received professional 
development in the last two years on these topics: content area, Common Core Standards, 
student assessment, differentiating instruction, special education (students with 
disabilities and also gifted and talented students), English Language Learners, closing the 
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Achievement Gap, methods of teaching, reading strategies, integrating technology into 
instruction, and classroom management.  
        Instructional Practices and Support. Teachers were asked to rate their level 
of agreement with the following statements about instructional practices and support at 
their school. The statements asked how assessments were used to inform instruction. 
These statements included: state assessment data is available in time to impact 
instruction, local assessment data is available in time to impact instruction, teachers use 
assessment to inform instruction, and the curriculum is aligned with Common Core 
Standards. Statements about instructional practice asked if teachers work in professional 
learning communities to develop and align instructional practices, whether support 
translates to an improvement in instructional practice, and whether teachers are 
encouraged to try new things to improve instruction. Finally, teachers were asked if they 
agreed that teachers are assigned classes that maximize their likelihood of success with 
students and whether teachers have the autonomy to make decisions regarding 
instructional delivery. 
New Teacher Support. There was one section of the survey that only applied to 
first-year teachers. The questions asked first-year teachers about the type of support they 
received during their first year of teaching. This section also asked the respondents to 
provide information about their mentor experiences, such as activities they engaged in 
with their mentor, support from their mentor and how it influenced their instructional 
practice, and whether their mentor was in the same building, content area, or grade level 
as them. Additionally, they were asked to rate whether the support improved their 
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instructional practice, impacted their students' learning, and impacted their decision to 
continue teaching at that school. No respondents were first-year teachers, and thus, no 
respondents completed this portion of the survey.  
Job Satisfaction and Career Decisions. I used the following questions to 
measure the overall teacher satisfaction and career decision. Teachers were asked 
to describe their immediate professional plans: to continue teaching at the current school, 
stay in the same district but switch schools, teach in the state but leave the district, remain 
in education but pursue an administrative position, continue in education but in a non-
administrative position, or leave education entirely. Teachers selected the teaching 
condition that most affected their willingness to keep teaching at your school. The 
teaching condition elements were: time during the workday, facilities and resources, 
community support and involvement, managing student conduct, teacher leadership, 
school leadership, professional development, and instructional practices and support. 
Teachers also selected the teaching condition that was most important to them in 
promoting student learning. The overall job satisfaction was measured by the level of 
agreement to the statement: overall, my school is a good place to work and learn. 
Data Analysis 
I analyzed the data using a similar approach taken by Johnson et al. (2012) with 
the Massachusetts TELLS survey analysis. As a replication study, I aimed to maintain 
consistency and only included K-12 public school music teachers (excluding private 
schools, early learning centers, and juvenile detention centers). The survey responses 
were imported into STATA and identifying information was removed from all 
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respondents. I gave each response a unique study ID. There were N = 69 completed 
survey responses from both phase one and phase two.  
After I combined all the completed survey results from phase one and phase two, 
I went through the data to organize the responses within STATA. The music teacher 
demographic data that I gathered required the most work in data cleaning. The survey had 
allowed respondents to select more than one option to categorize themselves, which 
resulted in populating multiple responses for the same question from respondents. As a 
result, I re-coded the responses for analysis. (Ex: Elementary = 1, Secondary = 2, 
Elementary and Secondary = 3). I did this procedure for all of the demographic questions 
about teaching assignment/specialty, teaching level, and full-time status. Responses from 
the teaching assignment produced nine possible selected-response combinations. They 
were condensed into three larger categories: Vocal and/or General, Instrumental, and 
Vocal and/or General and/or Instrumental. 
I examined the data to see if there were differences in the responses of elementary 
vs. secondary teachers, as well as content specialty (instrumental/vocal/general). I hoped 
to include itinerancy in my analysis, but the survey responses were inconsistent, and there 
were not enough itinerant teachers among my respondents. I ran descriptive statistics to 
show the outcomes of teacher satisfaction, as measured by their overall satisfaction at 
their current job and career decisions, noted by their intention to stay, switch jobs, or 
leave the classroom. I also ran descriptive statistics to show information about the music 
teachers and their teaching positions.  
As this was an existing survey, I used the scoring scale (Appendix G) provided by 
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the New Teacher Center specifically created for the 2017 version of the TELL survey. I 
used STATA to calculate the composite averages for each work element based on the 
scoring guide. I found an average score that represented each work element of the survey. 
I used the scoring guide to create a binary data set. In order to do so, I took the responses 
which were: strongly agree = 1, agree = 2, disagree = 3, or strongly disagree = 4, and 
created a binary data set where 1 or 2 were coded to 0, and 3 or 4 were coded to 1. I was 
able to do this for all the questions in each category and then create an average score for 
each element.   
Johnson et al. (2012) identified nine elements as the work constructs in that study. 
The work conditions used in this version of the 2017 TELL survey were: time, facilities 
and resources, community and support, managing discipline, teacher leadership, school 
leadership, professional development, and instructional practices and support. I used 
these constructs as the independent variables. The dependent variable was the overall 
satisfaction at their current job.  
I used regression to “assess the relationship between one DV and several IVs” 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007, p. 117). I compared the relationship between teacher 
satisfaction and various work conditions of music teachers. I used multiple linear 
regression to understand each principal component's relationship as they predicted the 
outcome variable of job satisfaction and teacher career intentions within STATA. I used 
regression to measure the relationship between job satisfaction and each principal work 
condition and the overall work condition score. The estimated coefficients were 
compared to determine what condition mattered most to teachers. The limitation of this 
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data analysis was the low response rate from participants.  
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction to the Results 
In this chapter, I present the findings from my New York State music teacher 
TELL Survey. I organized the findings according to the categories of the TELL survey. 
After presenting the demographic data, the results are shown in the order in which they 
appear in the survey: time, resources, community support and involvement, managing 
student conduct, teacher leadership and teacher role, school leadership, professional 
development, and instructional practices and support. I highlight the findings as they 
pertain to the purpose of my research. The analysis results are also presented in this 
chapter. Finally, I return to my research questions and address how my results answered 
the research questions. 
Demographic/Descriptive Statistics 
As shown in Table 4.1, there were N = 68 respondents who completed the survey 
across Phase 1 and Phase 2. Most of the respondents who completed the survey had 11 or 
more years of experience. Only 16 respondents had ten or fewer years as an educator. 









Table 4.1  
Music Teacher Demographics 
 
How many total years have 
you been employed as an 
educator? 
 
How many total years have 
you been employed at the 
school in which you are 
currently working? 
Years Freq. Perc. 
   
Freq. Perc. 
First year 0 0.0% 3 4.4% 
2-3 years 5 7.4% 7 10.3% 
4-6 years 3 3.3% 5 7.4% 
7-10 years 8 11.8% 10 14.7% 
11-20 years 26 38.2% 30 44.1% 
20+ years 26 38.2% 13 19.1% 
 
Most of the respondents (91.2%) were hired as full-time teachers in their district. 
Only one (1.5%) respondent was a part-time teacher. Five respondents (7.4%) were full-
time teachers who traveled to other buildings in their district. The term itinerant in this 
study represents music teachers who travel to teach at different buildings in their district 
as part of their teaching assignment. It is likely that survey respondents did not 
understand the first question about their employment status as only five teachers 
responded that they were full-time and itinerant. However, when the teachers answered 
the question about how many schools they travel to, about half of the respondents said 
that they travel between other buildings. Most of the traveling teachers (n = 35) traveled 
to one, two, three, or four schools. Only one teacher traveled to more than five schools. 
Thirty-three teachers did not travel to other buildings.  
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There were 31 elementary music teachers, 19 secondary music teachers, and 17 
teachers who taught both levels. I asked the teachers to describe their current teaching 
assignment. The choices were general music, instrumental music, vocal music, or other. 
Teachers could check all that applied. The results are displayed in Table 4.2. 
Table 4.2  
Teaching Assignment 
Teaching Assignment Freq. Percent 
General 1 1.5% 
Instrumental 29 42.7% 
Vocal 6 8.8% 
General/Vocal 22 32.4% 
General/Instrumental 7 10.3% 
General/Vocal/Instrumental 1 1.5% 
Vocal/Other 1 1.5% 
Instrumental/Other 1 1.5% 
 
I also gathered school characteristics for this survey. Questions about school 
district setting and music teacher department size were included in the survey. 12 
teachers said that their school district was an urban setting, 43 teachers categorized their 
school as a suburban setting, and 13 teachers said they were teaching in a rural setting. 
The question about department size read, “Including yourself, how many people teach 
some form of music in your district?” The size of the music departments ranged from two 
members to more than ten members in the department. The majority of the respondents 




I collected information from teachers about how much they agreed with each 
statement related to time. The choices were: strongly disagree, disagree, agree, and 
strongly agree. Most teachers choose disagree or agree for each statement pertaining to 
time. No teachers selected strongly agree with any of the statements related to time. 
Table 4.3 shows each statement and the number of respondents who agreed or disagreed 
with each statement associated with the amount of time teachers have to do their jobs. 
Compared to the descriptive data from the North Carolina 2018 TELL survey 
results (Appendix H), no music teachers responded in the strongly agree column. 
However, between 18-24% of North Carolina teachers selected strongly agree for the 
statements on time in Table 4.3. 
Table 4.3 
Teacher Time 
Statements  Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
a. Class sizes are reasonable such 
that teachers have the time available 









b. Teachers have time available to 









 c. Teachers are allowed to focus on 










d. The non-instructional time 












e. Efforts are made to minimize the 
amount of routine paperwork 









f. Teachers have sufficient 
instructional time to meet the needs 









g. Teachers are protected from duties 
that interfere with their essential role 










I used the survey to collect information about how much time they devoted 
towards specific activities each week within the workday. The responses were more 
varied among teachers. The results are displayed in Table 4.4. Most teachers spent 
between no time to five hours on various activities such as planning, collaboration, staff 
meetings, and assessments.  
Table 4.4 
Use of time within the workday 
























(19.1%) 1 (1.5%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
c. Supervisory duties  34 (52.3%) 
16 





d. Required committee 
and/or staff meetings 

















































(50.0%) 5 (7.4%) 3 (4.4%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
i. Preparation for required 





























Note. <1 Hour = Less than or equal to 1 hour; 1-3 Hours = More than 1 hour but less than or equal to 
3 hours; 3-5 Hours = More than 3 hours but less than or equal to 5 hours; 5-10 Hours = More than 5 
hours but less than or equal to 10 hours. 
 
In an average work week, I asked music teachers to identify how much time they 
spent beyond the regular workday on school-related activities. Most teachers spent more 
than one hour on school-related activities outside of the workday, with most of the 
respondents saying they spent between one and ten hours outside of the school day. A 
few teachers said they spent more than ten hours each week outside of the school day on 
school-related activities. Table 4.5 shows the hours that teachers spent working outside 
the school day. 
When comparing music teachers’ results in New York State with the NC 2018 
TELL Survey, music teachers in this study said that they spend little time doing 
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collaborative planning and supervisory duties during the workday. In addition, many 
music teachers responded that they spend little time on professional development and on 
preparation, delivery, and utilizing standardized assessment. The responses from the NC 
2018 TELL survey were most different in the category of preparation of federal, state, 
and local assessments with 75% of music teachers from this study saying they spent no 
time during their school day on that and only 10% of teachers from the NC 2018 TELL 
saying they spent no time at all on that.  
Table 4.5  
Hours outside of the school day 
Amount of Time Freq. Percent 
Less than or equal to 1 hour 9 13.4 
More than 1 hour but less than or equal to 3 hours 22 32.8 
More than 3 hours but less than or equal to 5 hours 20 29.9 
More than 5 hours but less than or equal to 10 hours 10 14.9 
More than 10 hours 6 189.0 
Resources 
I asked the music teachers to indicate their level of agreement with statements 
regarding their school facilities and resources. Overall, most of the teachers who 
responded seemed to agree that they had sufficient access to the instructional and 
technological resources they needed. The categories that had more respondents choose 
disagree, and less who chose strongly agree were the statements about having a 
productive space to work and the classroom’s physical environment supporting teaching 
and learning. Table 4.6 shows a summary of the responses. 
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Table 4.6  
Facilities and Resources 
  Statements Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
a. Teachers have sufficient access to 









b. Teachers have sufficient access to 
instructional technology, including 










c. Teachers have access to reliable 
communication technology, including 









d. Teachers have sufficient access to office 
equipment and supplies such as copy 









e. Teachers have sufficient access to a 










f. The school environment is clean and 



















h. The physical environment of classrooms 










i. The reliability and speed of Internet 
connections in this school are sufficient to 











Community Support and Involvement 
The following section contained statements about community involvement and 
support. I asked teachers to rate the level of agreement with statements about their 
community. Overall, most teachers seemed to feel that their community was supportive 
of their school. Most agreed and some even strongly agreed with the majority of the 
statements. Few respondents selected disagree for these statements. Table 4.7 illustrates 
the responses related to community support and involvement. 
Table 4.7  
Community support and involvement 
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
a. Parents/guardians are influential decision 









b. This school maintains clear, two-way 









c. This school does a good job of 







d. Teachers provide parents/guardians with 









e. Parent/guardians know what is going on 









f. Parents/guardians support teachers, 









g. Community members support teachers, 









h. The community we serve is supportive 











Discipline: Managing Student Conduct 
I collected information about how strongly teachers agreed or disagreed with 
statements about the management of student conduct at their school. Most respondents 
agreed that discipline procedures were generally understood and implemented at their 
school. While some disagreed, few respondents choose strongly disagree for their 
response. The statements where approximately 30% of respondents disagreed 
were: School administrators consistently enforce rules for student conduct and then at 
28% was the statement that students at this school follow rules of conduct. The overall 
responses collected are displayed in Table 4.8. 
Table 4.8  
Managing Student Conduct in School 
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
a. Students at this school understand 



















c. Policies and procedures about student 










d. School administrators consistently 









e. School administrators support teachers’ 










f. Teachers consistently enforce rules for 









g. The faculty work in a school 











 Teacher Leadership and Teacher Role 
There were questions in the survey about teacher leadership within the school 
included the role of teacher autonomy within their classroom, teacher leadership on 
educational decisions, and teacher role in the school leadership. The majority of the 
teachers agreed that teachers are seen as educational experts and are relied upon to make 




   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 










b. Teachers are trusted to make sound 









c. Teachers are relied upon to make 









d. Teachers are encouraged to participate in 









e. The faculty has an effective process for 
































I asked teachers to respond to question about their role in school decisions. 
Teachers felt that they had a minimal role in the hiring process of new teachers and how 
they spent their school budget. Most teachers thought they had a moderate role in 
selecting instructional materials (67.7%), teaching techniques (76.0%), and grading 
(72.7%). No teachers felt they had a large role in any of the categories at their 
school. Table 4.10 shows the responses for the roles that teachers believed they played in 
school decisions. 
Compared to the NC 2018 TELL survey, the data from NYS music teachers 
showed a contrasting response for the number of teachers who felt they had a large role in 
school decisions. No music teachers selected they had a large role in school decisions. 
However, the responses ranged from 10-53% of the responses indicating they had a large 
role in some decisions related to the school.  
Table 4.10  
Teacher Role 


































d. Determining the content of in-service 


















f. Providing input on how the school budget 



























Most teachers (52.9%) agreed that they had an appropriate level of influence on 
their school decision-making. There were 33.8% of the respondents who disagreed with 
having an appropriate level of influence on decision making in their school. Few teachers 
responded strongly disagree or strongly agree. Three teachers (4.4%) did not know.  
School Leadership 
I gathered information from teachers about their level of agreement with 
statements about school leadership. Questions about school leadership included how 
comfortable teachers felt with raising issues and concerns, feeling supported, and being 
assessed by school leadership.  Most teachers agreed or strongly agreed with the 




Table 4.11  
School leadership  
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 










b. There is an atmosphere of trust and 









c. Teachers feel comfortable raising issues 









d. The school leadership consistently 









e. Teachers are held to high professional 
standards for delivering instruction.  
0 





f. The school leadership facilitates using 
data to improve student learning.  
0 















h. Teachers receive feedback that can help 



















j. The school improvement team provides 




















The second part of the survey related to school leadership inquired about the 
administration’s efforts to address teacher concerns. Respondents noted their level of 
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agreement on whether school leadership made an effort to address concerns on the 
following topics in Table 4.12. For each category, 46-68% of the respondents agreed that 
the school leadership made an effort to address those areas of concern.  Table 4.12 shows 
the responses to the school leadership’s efforts to address these areas of teacher concerns.  
Table 4.12 
School Leadership efforts to address areas of teacher concern 
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 


































































In the survey, I asked teachers to respond to questions about the professional 
development that was offered at their school. Table 4.13 showed that most teachers felt 
that they agreed with the statements on professional development. The lowest categories 
for agree were: Professional development is evaluated and results are communicated to 
teachers at 25.8%, and professional development is differentiated to meet the needs of 
individual teachers at 29.2%. Most other statements were closer to 50% agree or more. 
Music teachers seemed to disagree with the statements on professional 
development more than the teacher responses from the NC 2018 TELL Survey. The 
percentages of strongly agree were higher among the respondents from the NC 2018 
TELL survey. The percentages that disagreed were higher among the music teachers. One 
of the most significant differences was on the statement: Professional development is 
differentiated to meet the needs of individual teachers. Music teachers responded at a rate 
of 46% who disagreed with that statement, while only 25% of the teachers disagreed with 
that statement. Only 7% of the teachers strongly agreed from music teacher respondents. 
The other statement where the responses differed quite a bit was professional 
development is evaluated and results are communicated to teachers. The responses from 
music teachers were that 52% of the teachers disagreed with the statement while 26% 
agreed. However, from the NC 2018 TELL survey responses, 28% of the teachers 




Table 4.13  
Professional Development 
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
a. Sufficient resources are available for 









b. An appropriate amount of time is 









c. Professional development offerings are 









d. Professional learning opportunities are 










e. Professional development is 
differentiated to meet the needs of 









f. Professional development deepens 









g. Teachers are encouraged to reflect on 
their own practice.  
1  





h. In this school, follow-up is provided 









i. Professional development provides 
ongoing opportunities for teachers to 
work with colleagues to refine teaching 









j. Professional development is evaluated 









k. Professional development enhances 
teachers’ ability to implement 
instructional strategies that meet diverse 









l. Professional development enhances 













Some noteworthy results about professional development are listed in Tables 4.14 
and Table 4.15. The first table shows what professional development teachers feel they 
need to be more effective teachers. The highest responses of professional development 
that teachers sought were for special education students (76.5%). The lowest need for 
professional development provided by the responses was in reading strategies (88.1%). 
Table 4.15 shows the same categories of professional development. However, here 
teachers indicated if they had received ten or more hours on those areas over the last two 
years. The highest area that teachers received professional development was in their 
content area (55.9%). The lowest area of professional development was on special 
education for the gifted (98.5%), followed by reading strategies (95.6%), and then special 
education for students with disabilities (91.2%) and English Language Learners (91.2%).  
The responses on the professional development offered in Table 4.15 between 
music teachers and the NC 2018 TELL survey responses differed to an extent. On the 
topic of professional development in the content area, 56% of music teachers responded 
that they had professional development in their area, compared to 65% of the NC TELL 
respondents. Additionally, on the Common Core Standards/North Carolina Standard 
Course of Study categories, responses were lower for music teachers stating they had 




Table 4.14  
Professional Development Needed 
   Yes No 
a. Your content area  40 (58.8%) 28 (41.2%) 
b. Common Core Standards  19 (28.4%) 48 (71.6%) 
c. Student assessment  27 (39.7%) 41 (60.3%) 
d. Differentiating instruction  34 (50.0%) 34 (50.0%) 
e. Special education (students with disabilities)  52 (76.5%) 16(23.5%) 
f. Special education (gifted and talented)  42 (61.8%) 26 (38.2%) 
g. English Language Learners  41 (60.3%) 27 (39.7%) 
h. Closing the Achievement Gap  38 (56.7%) 29 (43.3%) 
i. Methods of teaching  26 (38.8%) 41 (61.2%) 
j. Reading strategies  8 (11.9%) 59 (88.1%) 
k. Integrating technology into instruction  41 (60.3%) 27 (39.7%) 
l. Classroom management  24 (35.3%) 44 (64.7%) 
 
Table 4.15  
Professional Development Offered  
   Yes No 
a. Your content area  38 (55.9%) 30 (44.1%) 
b. Common Core Standards  14 (20.6%) 54 (79.4%) 
c. Student assessment  12 (17.9%) 55 (82.1%) 
d. Differentiating instruction  18 (26.5%) 50 (73.5%) 
e. Special education (students with disabilities)  6 (8.8%) 62 (91.2%) 
f. Special education (gifted and talented)  1 (1.5%) 67 (98.5%) 
g. English Language Learners  6 (8.8%) 62 (91.2%) 
h. Closing the Achievement Gap  7 (10.3%) 61 (89.7%) 
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i. Methods of teaching  21 (30.9%) 47 (69.1%) 
j. Reading strategies  3 (4.4%) 65 (95.6%) 
k. Integrating technology into instruction  25 (36.8%) 43 (63.2%) 
l. Classroom management  7 (10.3%) 61 (89.7%) 
Instructional Practices and Support 
The survey included questions about assessments included the turnaround time 
that assessment data was made available to impact instruction. Most teachers agreed that 
local assessments and teacher assessments were able to impact and inform instruction. 
Most teachers (67.8%) agreed that supports were provided that supported improvement 
in their instruction. Most teachers (73.4%) agreed that they were encouraged to try new 
things to improve their teaching. And most teachers (69.2%) agreed that they were given 
autonomy within their classrooms to make decisions about instructional practices. The 
teacher responses on instructional practices and support are shown in Table 4.16. 
A few statements had pretty contrasting responses between NYS music teachers 
and the NC 2018 TELL response. The statement that teachers are provided supports that 
translate to improvements in instructional practices was 22% disagree from NYS music 
teachers. However, only 11% of the teachers responded with disagree in the NC TELL 
survey. Music teachers said that 44% of them disagreed with the statement that teachers 
are assigned classes that maximize their likelihood of success with students. Only 21% of 
NC TELL respondents disagreed with the same statement. On the opposite side, only 6% 
of music teachers strongly agreed with the same statement, while 19% of the NC 





Instructional Practices and Support 
   Strongly disagree Disagree Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
a. State assessment data are available in 









b. Local assessment data are available in 









c. Teachers use assessment data to inform 









d. The curriculum taught in this school is 
aligned with Common Core Standards  
1 





e. Teachers work in professional learning 
communities to develop and align 









f. Provided supports (i.e., instructional 
coaching, professional learning 
communities, etc.) translate to 










g. Teachers are encouraged to try new 
things to improve instruction  
0 





h. Teachers are assigned classes that 










i. Teachers have autonomy to make 
decisions about instructional delivery (i.e. 














I asked teachers questions about career decisions that included teachers’ 
immediate professional plans. Most teachers (86.8%) indicated that they plan to continue 
to teach at their current school. A few teachers (7.4%) would be considered movers (to 
another building in the district or their state). Four teachers (5.9%) indicated they plan to 
leave education entirely.  
I then asked teachers to choose what teaching condition would most impact their 
willingness to continue teaching at the school. The responses were spread among all the 
categories; however, the most responses were for community support and involvement 
(22.4%). Interestingly enough, no teachers selected professional development as a 
category that would impact their willingness to continue teaching at their school. Table 
4.17 shows the breakdown of responses for each category. 
When looking at the most important work condition to impact a teacher’s 
willingness to remain at the school, music teachers responded that community support 
and involvement (22%) was the most essential work condition. However, the NC 2018 
respondents said that school leadership (30%) was the most important work condition. In 
both samples, professional development was the work condition that was least likely to 





Most Important Work Condition 
 Freq. Percent 
Time during the work day 10 14.9 
Facilities and Resources 12 17.9 
Community support and involvement 15 22.4 
Managing student conduct 7 10.5 
Teacher leadership 4 6.0 
School leadership 8 11.9 
Instructional practices and support 11 16.4 
 
Teachers indicated which teaching condition was most important in promoting 
student learning. Most teachers (27.9%) selected time during the work day, although the 
responses were spread among all the categories. One person (1.5%) did select 
professional development. Table 4.18 shows the aspects of teacher conditions that are 
most important to teachers.  
Music teachers wrote that time in the work day (28%) was the most important 
condition in promoting student learning. This was followed by facilities and resources, 
managing student conduct and instructional practices and support, and finally, 
community support and involvement. In comparison, the NC 2018 respondents stated that 
instructional practices and support (35%) was the most important work condition in 
supporting student learning, followed by managing student conduct (19%) and time 
during the work day (15%). In both the music teacher and North Carolina sample of 
teachers, professional development was the least likely to impact student learning.  
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Table 4.18  
Work condition promotes student learning 
 Freq. Percent 
Time during the work day 19 27.9 
Facilities and Resources 11 16.2 
Community support and involvement 9 13.2 
Managing student conduct 10 14.7 
Teacher leadership 5 7.4 
School leadership 3 3.3 
Professional Development 1 1.5 
Instructional practices and support 10 14.7 
 
Finally, teachers indicated their level of agreement with the statement that their 
school was a good place to work and learn. There were 33 (48.5%) respondents who 
agreed with this statement and 21 (30.9%) who strongly agreed. Only eight respondents 
(11.8%) disagreed, and six (8.8%) strongly disagreed with the statement that their school 
was a good place to work and learn.  
There were no first-year teachers, so the final section of the survey, which was 
specific to first-year teachers, was not completed by any teachers in the sample. 
Construct Averages  
As discussed in further detail in Chapter 3, the construct averages were scored 
using a standardized procedure developed by the New Teacher Center for this survey 
instrument. The construct averages followed the New Teacher Center guidelines for 
calculation. I computed a construct average for each work construct by coding the 
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responses as described in Chapter 3 and using the equation below. I calculated a construct 






I used the items that their survey provided. The construct averages for each work 
construct are shown in Table 4.19. 
Table 4.19  
Construct Averages 
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Time .583 .301 0 1 
Facilities and Resources .794 .274 0 1 
Community Support and Involvement .862 .236 .143 1 
Managing Student Conduct .737 .309 0 1 
Teacher Leadership .785 .301 0 1 
School Leadership .742 .267 .091 1 
Professional Development .612 .290 0 1 
Instructional Practices and Support .801 .190 .286 1 
 
I calculated the construct averages for each category of the TELL survey. The 
construct averages for each category provided an average score of the questions within 
that category. The constructs were calculated at the respondent level, and then a summary 
construct average was calculated. I then used the construct averages for each work 
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The overall composite average and each individual construct were used in the regression 
analysis. The overall composite average M = 0.739 (SD = .200, Min = .248, Max = 1) 
were used in the regression analysis.  
Regression Analysis Results 
In order to analyze the data, I used correlation and regression in this portion of my 
analysis. I ran a correlation on the work constructs, which revealed that there is a 
relationship between each of the work conditions with each other. Therefore, I ran a 
regression on all of the work conditions considered together to take into account the 
unique effect of each work condition, while considering all other variables. I used 
regression to determine the relationship between each work condition’s composite scores 
and job satisfaction. I also used regression analysis to identify the relationship between 
the overall composite score and job satisfaction.  
The regression analysis results did not show any strong relationship between any 
one specific category of work conditions. However, the regression results showed that 
work conditions did impact job satisfaction and career plans. The overall work elements 
measured by the TELL survey are indeed significantly related to job satisfaction. 
However, it became difficult in this small sample of music teachers to say which of these 
factors was necessarily driving the overall relationship with job satisfaction. Although 
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there was a small sample, the relatively strong relationship between the overall composite 
average score of all the work conditions and job satisfaction was statistically significant. 
When the overall composite average was split into individual work constructs, there were 
not enough observations to be able to say which of the work conditions was driving the 
overall relationship with job satisfaction.  
In Table 4.20 and Table 4.21, the results for the regression of job satisfaction and 
the construct averages are shown. While each work component was not significantly 
related to job satisfaction, taken together, the components of the job that are measured by 
the TELL survey are relatively significantly related to job satisfaction. 
 
Table 4.20 
Regression Results for Job Satisfaction and Work Construct Averages 
 Robust 
 Coef. SE t 95% CI P>|t| 
Job Satisfaction    LL UL  
Time Avg .008 .377 0.02 -.747     0.982 0.982 
Resources Avg .210 .390 0.54 -.571     0.592 0.592 
Community Support Avg .614 .466 1.32 -.319     0.193 0.193 
Discipline Avg .328 .475 0.69 -.622    0.493 0.493 
Teacher Leadership Avg .458 .439 1.04 -.422     0.302 0.302 
School Leadership Avg .431 .824 0.52 -1.220     0.603 0.603 
Professional Development Avg .543 .556 0.98 -.571     0.333 0.333 
Instructional Practice Avg .423 .571 0.74 -.719     0.461 0.461 
_Cons .742 .396 1.87 -.052     0.066 0.066 





Regression Analysis for Job Satisfaction and Overall Construct Average 
 Coef. SE t 95% CI P>|t| 
Job Satisfaction    LL UL  
Overall Composite Average 2.884 .416 6.92 2.05 3.716 0.000 
_cons .8830 .319 2.77 .247 1.519 0.007 
Note. R-squared=0.421. Model F(1, 66) = 8.000 
Research Questions Answered 
The purpose of this study was to learn about the work conditions of music 
teachers in New York, their perceived job satisfaction, and their career intentions. 
Through the use of survey data and analysis, I answered the following research 
questions:   
Research Question #1: Do the work conditions in New York K-12 public 
schools impact music teachers’ job satisfaction and career plans? The regression 
analysis showed that work conditions do impact music teachers’ job satisfaction and 
career plans. A strong and statistically significant relationship was demonstrated between 
the overall work conditions of music teachers and their job satisfaction.  
Research Question #2: If the work conditions are important, what elements of 
the work environment matter the most to music teachers? The small sampling of music 
teachers that responded did not provide enough data for my results to determine the 
specific work element that impacted music teacher job satisfaction. There were not 
enough observations to provide the statistical power necessary to say which work 
construct was driving the overall relationship with job satisfaction. 
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Research Question #3: Are there differences in the work conditions that matter 
most to itinerant music teachers compared to non-itinerant music teachers? Again, due 
to the relatively small sampling and demographic of the respondents, there were not 
enough itinerant music teachers to answer this research question that was specific to 
comparing itinerant and non-itinerant music teachers. 
Research Question #4: Are there differences in the work conditions that matter 
most to elementary music teachers compared to secondary music teachers?  My results 
did not show any significant difference between the findings for elementary compared to 
secondary music teachers.  
Research Question #5: How do these conditions compare to the conditions that 
mattered to Massachusetts teachers (Johnson et al., 2012) and North Carolina teachers 
(Ladd, 2009)? The findings of the demographic and descriptive results were both 
convincing and compelling. My findings were able to extend the existing TELL research. 
Music teachers are much like the teachers studied in Massachusetts and North Carolina. 
All of these teacher populations showed that work conditions were important in 
impacting job satisfaction. My regression results were unable to determine which work 





CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS 
Discussion of the Findings 
In this final chapter, I discuss the results of my study. I open by considering my 
findings in the context of the existing literature and research for music teachers and all 
teachers. I then discuss implications for professional development, practice, policy, and 
future research. 
Research on teachers’ work conditions has recently shown that it is the social 
conditions that matter most to teachers. These work conditions strongly impact the 
satisfaction of teachers and their willingness to remain at their jobs. Johnson and 
colleagues (2012) and Ladd (2009) used the TELL survey to examine the work 
conditions of teachers and found that collegial relationships, administrative support, and 
the school culture were most important to teachers. The work conditions of teachers are 
strong indicators of teacher job satisfaction and ultimately their decision to remain at 
their current place of employment. Therefore, understanding teacher work conditions is 
vital in tackling teacher attrition and turnover in the schools. Like Johnson et al. (2012), 
my analysis revealed that music teachers are also impacted by the conditions of their 
work place. The survey results indicated that music teachers agreed or disagreed at a 
similar rate to teachers from the 2018 North Carolina TELL survey, which demonstrated 
that similar forces are likely at play in music teacher job satisfaction as to teachers 
considered broadly. The work conditions of music teachers in NY were a strong indicator 
of their overall satisfaction at their place of employment.  
In order to provide further context for my study findings, I compared my results 
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to the responses given by North Carolina teachers in the 2018 TELL statewide survey. In 
placing the two data sets side by side, I found that my findings were similar to the 
findings of the North Carolina TELL survey. This shows that music teachers in New 
York are not necessarily that different from teachers of other subjects. While my findings 
were limited by the small sample used for my analysis, I was able to determine in my 
multivariate regression that work conditions do, in fact, impact teacher job satisfaction.  
I compared the percentages from my music teacher survey respondents to the 
North Carolina 2018 TELL survey results. I compared the percentages of responses for 
the choices strongly disagreed, disagreed, agreed, or strongly agreed for each statement. 
The North Carolina TELL response rate was 87% and included 100,043 responses 
collected. In general, many of the statements produced similar responses from the NYS 
music teacher sample and the NC teacher population. On the broad scale analysis, most 
categories had a few strongly disagree, some who disagreed and strongly agreed, and the 
majority who generally agreed with the statements.  
The demographics of the populations compared between the NC teachers and 
NYS music teachers were similar, which helps in the comparison of the two populations. 
Because while we know that music teachers share many characteristics with other 
teachers, such as similar attrition rates and valuing the importance of administrator 
support, it is important to also recognize that they may be some additional unique 
characteristics that music teachers face. The unique stressors and the profile of the music 
teacher were ultimately what led me to dig deeper into the work conditions of music 
teachers. The lasting impact of music teacher turnover on a music program is another 
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reason that research on this area is so important. We must begin to understand the work 
conditions of music teachers in order to improve retention rates among music teachers.  
While there were many statements where the responses were similar between the 
NYS music teacher sample and the NC 2018 TELL sample, a few categories stood out 
with some notable differences. Music teachers did not spend a significant amount of time 
on preparation for federal, state, or local assessments. This finding may be not be too 
surprising since music is not a state assessed subject area. However, it was refreshing to 
see that music teachers have the autonomy in their lesson planning that they do not have 
to give up music instructional time in order to spend time on focusing on Common Core 
state tests. 
I believe it is important to note that the demographic of respondents for my study 
were teachers who have been educators for many years. More than 80% of the teachers 
had seven or more years of experience as an educator. This is noteworthy because 
research has shown that teacher attrition is most likely to occur during the first five years 
of teaching (Synar & Maiden, 2012). The demographic of respondents for the North 
Carolina teacher survey also fell into a similar category, where most of the respondents 
were experienced teachers. 
A notable difference in the responses between NC teachers and NYS music 
teachers was that music teachers rated they have a much smaller role in school decision 
making. While many teachers in NC felt they had a large role in school decision making, 
no music teacher from my sample selected having a large role in any category of school 
decision making. This finding may align with some of the feelings that music teachers 
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carry of being less valued than their core-subject counterparts. If music teachers do not 
feel they have a voice in school decisions, this may impact their place in the school 
culture and ultimately their job satisfaction at work. The differing responses regarding 
teacher role in NC teachers vs. NYS music teachers highlights the need to continue 
further investigation into this area.  
Professional development was an area that offered differing responses between 
NC teachers and NYS music teachers. Gardner (2006) found that music teachers received 
less support with special needs students, especially in ensembles. The survey results 
showed that music teachers in NY also appeared to disagree that supports were provided 
that translated to improvements in instructional practices. Music teachers were also less 
likely to have professional development in their content area (56%) compared to NC 
teachers (65%). Gardner (2006, 2010) found that music teachers were also faced with the 
unique challenges of teaching large classes, planning concerts, teaching elective courses, 
and traveling between buildings. The survey responses reflected this prior research 
because music teachers were twice as likely (21% NC vs. 44% NYS) to disagree with the 
statement that they were assigned classes that maximized their likelihood of success with 
students.  
Some other characteristics in Gardner’s (2006) profile of a music teacher include 
that music teachers were more likely itinerant or part-time teachers. It was hard to 
determine the number of itinerant teachers from my respondents. Many did not select 
they were itinerant teachers, but noted that they traveled between many buildings. Music 
teachers were more likely to move to different positions because they were seeking better 
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teaching assignments (Gardner, 2006). This may be due to the general music certification 
that many states provide music teachers. For example, in New York, a music teacher can 
be certified to teach any music course from kindergarten to 12th grade. There is no 
distinction between an instrumental teacher, vocal/choral specialty, or general music 
teacher in the NYS music teacher certification. Music teachers may move positions to 
find a better fit for their musical expertise. All of these unique music teacher 
characteristics make it important to continue to examine the work conditions that matter 
to music teacher.  
Work Conditions 
Time 
Research on music teachers found that time was an essential factor for music 
teachers. Scheib (2006) and Gardner (2006) found that elementary music teachers were 
often responsible for as many as six different classes and teaching the entire school 
population. The survey showed that music teachers in NY in this study did not agree that 
they were assigned classes that would maximize their likelihood of success with students. 
Further investigation must be done as to the reason that teachers responded this way. One 
possible explanation is that secondary ensemble teachers often taught larger class sizes 
that are associated with performing groups. These performing ensembles often have class 
sizes that may be larger than those of a general teacher’s class. Music teachers also dealt 
with the pressures of holding extra rehearsals in preparation for concerts (Conway & 
Zerman, 2004). Additionally, teachers felt the responsibilities of planning concerts, 
planning transportation, and incorporating budgeting and instrument maintenance 
	
 120 
(Scheib, 2003; Gardner, 2010). These extra hours impacted their instruction with students 
as well as their personal lives. 
Regarding the time within the school day, music teacher responses found that 
most teachers in NYS agreed they had enough time in their workday to adequately 
complete their required workload. They spent anywhere between 0-5 hours on school-
related duties, and most teachers spent between 1–5 hours outside of the school day on 
work-related responsibilities. In comparison to the NC TELL responses, music teachers 
spent significantly less time on assessment-related tasks. Music teachers also did not 
spend a lot of time on professional development, collaborative planning, or supervisory 
duties.  
I found the music teachers’ responses to the amount of time spent outside of the 
school day to be surprising. I have always seen and felt that music teachers dedicated an 
exorbitant amount of time to extracurricular rehearsals, activities, fundraisers, etc. 
Additionally, the research on the profile of a music teacher seemed to indicate that music 
teachers would put in a significant amount of time into their work both during the school 
day and outside of the school day. However, the univariate descriptive results showed 
that music teachers’ responses were relatively similar to the responses of all the teacher 
responses in North Carolina. 
Facilities and Resources 
Facilities and resources are another essential work condition to consider for music 
teachers. Since Gardner (2006, 2010) found that music teachers are often traveling 
between rooms and buildings, the learning spaces and access to teaching supplies would 
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likely be an important factor for music teachers. Many traveling teachers had to share 
classrooms, attend multiple faculty meetings, coordinate numerous schedules, and report 
to various administrators (Gardner, 2010). The survey responses indicated that most of 
music teachers felt they had sufficient access to the instructional and technological 
resources that they needed to provide instruction. However, reflecting the prior literature, 
music teachers were more likely to disagree with statements about having a productive 
space to work. They were also more likely to disagree with having a physical classroom 
environment that supported teaching and learning. 
Community and Support  
Music teachers value the support of parents and their community. The public 
nature of concerts makes community and parent support especially important to a music 
teacher’s success (Conway & Zerman, 2004). Parents are essential in helping with 
fundraising, chaperoning, and many other extra tasks that music teachers undertake when 
planning concerts or field trips (Baker, 2007). Most teachers responded that they felt that 
their community was supportive of their school. This is important for supporting the 
music teachers. Music teachers also indicated at the end of the survey that community 
support was one of the most critical work conditions for their willingness to continue 
teaching at their school. Therefore, administrators must be extra vigilant of the support 
given to music teachers by their community, parents, and colleagues. A supportive 




When there are student discipline issues, teachers can feel unsafe, and there can 
be disruption in the educational process. Many music teachers face the unique challenge 
of teaching large class sizes that accompany ensemble classes (Gordon, 2000). Another 
challenge faced by music teachers is that the nature of the course where students are 
creating music, or “noise,” may pose a challenge in disciplining students (Conway & 
Zerman, 2004). The responses given by the NYS music teachers in this study seemed to 
indicate that they felt discipline procedures were generally understood and implemented 
at their schools. However, one third of the respondents disagreed with the statement that 
school administrators consistently enforce rules for student conduct. Approximately a 
third of the respondents again disagreed with the statement that students at this school 
follow the rules of conduct. Helping to support music teachers in managing student 
discipline and their classroom is important. Although teachers felt that discipline 
procedures were implemented an understood, a third of them did not feel that the rules 
were consistently followed or enforced. 
Teacher Leadership 
As professionals, teachers want the respect and autonomy given to someone who 
is a professional. This includes having control over their classrooms and instructional 
decisions. Teachers want to have their opinions respected and to participate in setting 
policy (Johnson, 1990). Ingersoll (2003) found that while teachers now reported having 
autonomy within their classrooms, they had little say in the overall management of their 
school workplace. This included things like “their schedule, their class sizes, the office 
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and classroom space they used, and the use of school funds for classroom material. 
Teachers usually had little input into hiring, firing, and budgetary decisions” (pp. 75–77). 
Music teachers’ responses in NYS showed that they felt they were seen as 
educational experts and given autonomy to make their own educational decisions. Most 
teachers (53%) thought that they had an appropriate level of influence on decision-
making within their school. Most music teachers felt they had a moderate role in 
selecting instructional materials, teaching techniques, and setting grading policies. Most 
teachers felt they had a minimal role in the hiring process of new teachers and a minimal 
role in determining the school budget’s spending. This aligns with the findings of 
Ingersoll (2003). There were no music teachers who felt that they had a large role in any 
of the categories at their school. However, North Carolina teachers responded at a rate of 
10-53% for having a large role in some school decisions categories within their 
workplace. As noted earlier, this is a unique finding that should be further investigated. I 
find it concerning that music teachers expressed a much smaller role in school decision 
making when this is such an important part of their instruction and school community 
involvement.  
School Leadership 
School leadership can play a large role in job satisfaction and, ultimately, a 
teacher’s decision to stay or leave (Johnson et al., 2012; Ladd, 2009). Music teachers 
responding to the TELL survey agreed/strongly agreed that school leadership was 
supportive and that they felt comfortable being assessed with raising issues and concerns, 
feeling supported, and being assessed by their administrators. Most teachers responded 
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that they agreed or strongly agreed with the statements on school leadership at their 
school. The more strongly music teachers felt positive feelings toward their 
administrators, the more likely they were to report higher job satisfaction. Administrators 
were found to be most influential in the areas of administrative, social, and instructional 
decision-making decisions (Ingersoll, 2003).  
Administrators provide feedback to teachers on their instruction. Most 
administrators have little content-specific knowledge for music teachers to provide 
meaningful content-specific feedback (Conway, 2001; Conway & Zerman, 2004). The 
lack of content-specific feedback can make it difficult for music teachers to grow in their 
teaching. Given this study’s finding that school administrator support influences music 
teacher job satisfaction, it seems worthwhile for future research to examine ways that 
non-music administrators can be provided with strategies to promote the professional 
development of teachers who teach in areas outside of the administrators’ own content 
expertise. The research literature does not yet explicate how administrators can be 
supported in their efforts to support, engage, and motivate music teachers throughout the 
career-span. However, Bernard and Abramo (2019) have begun highlighting both the 
importance and the ways that music teachers can help administrators better support them. 
Administrators are crucial for being able to solve building-level issues and providing 
much needed support and direction to their teachers.  
Professional Development 
Professional development is essential in helping teachers stay up to date on their 
skills and knowledge (Johnson et al., 2005). Professional development must be 
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appropriately implemented for it to impact instruction (Hirsch et al., 1998; Johnson et al., 
2005). Music teachers selected agree for most of the statements related to professional 
development. The statements where the lowest amount of respondents agreed were 
“Professional development is evaluated and results are communicated to teachers,” and 
“Professional development is differentiated to meet the needs of individual teachers.” I 
believe the lack of differentiation is related to the lack of content-specific professional 
development.  
The results of music teachers differed from the responses from the NC 2018 
TELL survey. The statement related to professional development being differentiated to 
meet the needs of individual teachers was an area that showed the most significant 
differences in the two surveys. Music teachers responded with 46% of teachers 
disagreeing with that statement and only while only 25% of the teachers from NC 
disagreed with the statement. 52% of the music teachers disagreed with the statement that 
professional development is evaluated and results are communicated with the teachers. 
There were only 26% of the music teachers in NY who agreed with the statement. 
However, in the NC 2018 survey responses, only 28% of the teachers disagreed, while 
50% agreed.  
In a previous study, music teachers expressed a desire to have content-specific 
professional development (Conway & Christensen, 2006). When comparing the results of 
the NC teachers with the NYS music teachers who received professional development in 
their content area, 56% of music teachers said they had received professional 
development that was content specific compared to 65% of teachers in the NC 2018 
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TELL survey. While content specific professional development is clearly present for 
music teachers, it does not appear that music teachers receive as much content specific 
PD as the general teachers. As result, music teachers are not receiving the professional 
development that would most impact and benefit their instruction. 
Gardner (2006) also found that music teachers were more likely to have students 
with IEPs without any type of classroom support. Not surprisingly, the music teachers in 
my sample also similarly expressed the need for professional development with special 
education students. The music teachers indicated that it was the area where they were 
least likely to have received professional development over the last two years. The lack 
of professional development targeted towards teaching special education students aligns 
with the prior research that teachers are not given as much support for special education 
students. 
Instructional Practices and Support 
Instructional practices and support include professional development and 
providing teachers with adequate support staff for students with special needs (Johnson, 
2006). When there is sufficient support staff and teacher training, schools are setting up 
their teachers to be more successful in the classroom. Music teachers may need more 
instructional support since they often taught larger classes. Most teachers from my study 
responded that they were given supports to improve their instruction. However, an 
interesting difference in the responses of the NYS music teachers and the NC responses 
were that 22% of music teachers disagreed with the statement that teachers are provided 
supports that translate to improvements in instructional practices. Only 11% of the NC 
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respondents disagreed with that statement. 
Music teachers reported having less classroom support for their students with 
IEPs (Gardner, 2006). The larger class sizes and lack of school-level support could 
negatively impact job satisfaction and commitment (Gardner, 2010). 44% of the music 
teacher respondents disagreed with the statement that teachers are assigned classes that 
maximize their likelihood of success with students. In comparison, only 21% of the NC 
TELL respondents disagreed with the same statement. Otherwise, most music teachers 
agreed that local and teacher assessments were used to impact and inform instruction. 
Most music teachers also agreed that they were encouraged to try new things to improve 
their teaching.  
Overall Work Conditions in the Workplace  
Most music teachers expressed community support and involvement at 22% to be 
the most important teaching condition that impacted their willingness to work at the 
school, as shown in Table 4.17. The next most important work condition was facilities 
and resources (at 17.91%), which may relate to the fact that music teachers are often 
itinerant teachers or share a classroom. Finally, instructional practices and support 
(16.42%) and time during the work day (14.93%) impacted the teacher’s willingness to 
keep teaching at the school. The areas that were lower were managing student conduct, 
teacher leadership, and school leadership. This is a contrasting finding from the research 
of Johnson et al. (2012) and Ladd (2009), who found that managing student conduct, 
teacher leadership, and school leadership were essential factors in job satisfaction.   
Music teachers in my study seemed to indicate that community support and 
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involvement is the most critical factor for their willingness to continue teaching at that 
school. This result is in line with the findings of music education research that says that 
one of the unique challenges of music teaching is the public performances and public 
evaluation (Conway, 2001). Conversely, no teacher selected professional development as 
a category that would impact their willingness to continue to teach at their school. When 
compared to the NC 2018 TELL survey responses, those respondents wrote that school 
leadership (30%) was the most important work condition. In both samples, professional 
development was least likely to impact a teacher’s willingness to continue teaching at 
their school. So while the research of Conway and colleagues (2001; 2004; 2006) 
demonstrates the importance of professional development in music teacher retention, it 
may be more connected to the support and relationships offered to new music teachers by 
having a good mentorship experience that help to deter the feelings of isolation, dealing 
with community and parental support, and public performances. 
When asked to identify what work condition was most important in promoting 
student learning, music teachers (28%) said that time during the work day was the most 
essential work condition. This was followed again by facilities and resources (16%), 
managing student conduct (15%) and instructional practices and support (15%), and 
finally, community support and involvement (13%). The NC results revealed different 
results where instructional practices and support was the most important work condition 
according to 35% of the respondents. This was followed by managing student conduct 
(19%) and time during the work day (15%). Again, both populations of music teachers in 
NYS and the respondents from the NC 2018 TELL survey stated that professional 
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development was the work condition that was least likely to impact student learning.  
The findings differed between what teachers said was the most important work 
condition for impacting their decision to continue working and the most important work 
condition in improving student learning. This may be due to the fact that for the music 
teacher personally, the public nature of their job puts additional scrutiny on their 
performance as a teacher. This makes community and parental support vital to helping 
teachers succeed in their school environment. However, music teachers may have 
suggested that time is the most important element for improving student learning because 
time allows them to have additional rehearsals, spend more one-on-one time with 
students, and ultimately improve their music program. When comparing the most 
important work conditions for teachers choosing to remain at their school to the most 
important work condition selected by teachers for improving student learning I found two 
different responses. However, the responses are ultimately closely related to the success 
of the music program (student learning) and ultimately the success of the teacher. A 
successful music teacher who has enough time to thrive will feel more supported, 
appreciated, and satisfied at their job, thus increasing their desire to stay at their place of 
employment.  
Implications for Professional Development 
One of the interesting findings in the univariate descriptive results was in 
professional development. Conway and colleagues (Conway, 2001; Conway & 
Christensen, 2006) researched the importance of music teacher content-specific 
professional development. Additionally, Gardner (2006) found that music teachers often 
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did not have the instructional support to teach special education students. While the 
results from my survey showed that teachers expressed a need for professional 
development in their content area and also with special education, no teacher selected 
professional development as the most important teaching condition that would affect their 
willingness to keep teaching at the school. Only one person (shown in Table 4.8) found 
that professional development was important in promoting student learning.  
Conway (2001) found that new music teachers often felt feelings of isolation, 
culture shock, and struggled with community relations and feelings of being 
overwhelmed and overburdened. She found the problems that were most relevant to 
music teachers in their first year were related to: 
having multiple teaching assignments and difficult schedules; being given a 
teaching assignment outside one’s content area; having an unrealistic vision of 
success; feeling isolated; experiencing difficulty with administrator evaluation 
and observation; classroom management; and not having enough time for 
planning. (Conway, 2001, p. 17) 
This, coupled with their performances’ public nature, placed a high level of pressure on 
new music teachers. Conway suggested that there could be extensive beginning teacher 
induction programs that would help music teachers deal with some of these new teacher 
challenges. Conway and Christensen (2006) indicated that professional development was 
only one aspect of support new teachers needed. New music teachers often expressed 
feelings of isolation when they traveled between buildings. Therefore, additional support, 
such as mentoring, was necessary for new music teachers.  
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My findings showed professional development was the least important condition 
for a teacher’s decision to stay or leave a school. It was also the least important work 
condition in the overall satisfaction that the music teachers faced. However, there has 
been a lot of research on the importance of a music teacher’s success with good 
mentorship and professional development (Conway, 2001; Conway & Christensen, 2006; 
Conway & Zerman, 2004). Conway and colleagues found many of the important work 
conditions that mattered to music teachers through her case studies of mentorship and 
professional development. Since the findings of my study did not show the importance 
that NYS music teachers placed on professional development, I am left pondering why 
this may be the case. I believe the next step would be to conduct research in order to 
reconcile the differences between the expressed value of professional development by 
music teachers and the known positive impact of good mentorship and professional 
development in a music teacher’s success at a particular school.  
Closing Thoughts 
While the school institution may not be changing anytime soon, it is important to 
think critically about the ways that the organizational structure limits the autonomy of 
teacher and creates a lack of time and at times resources. Education in the early 20th 
century was seen as a way to change one’s status but later evolved to the role of 
vocational training or college preparation (Abeles, 2010). When the focus on education 
shifted to math and science in the race against the Soviet Union, music was not seen as an 
essential subject, reducing funding for many music and arts programs despite music 
educators emphasizing the role that music “plays in humanizing students” (Abeles, 2010, 
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p. 4). The A Nation at Risk report that was published in the 1980s further propelled the 
focus on certain subject areas and policy makers focused their attention on improving 
schools through teacher education reform. Accountability measures continued to move 
forward in an effort to have clear outcomes and assessments, which led to challenges for 
music education programs, such as time for scheduling music or lessening the time in 
music class, or even eliminating music and arts from the curriculum altogether (Abeles, 
2010).  
The result of these policies is that many teachers became focused on the students’ 
test scores and as schools became “increasingly responsible for ensuring that all students 
progressed steadily toward proficiency, accountability grew as an urgent organizational 
concern, especially in schools serving low-income and high-poverty communities, where 
students failed the test” (Johnson, 2019, p. 52). Teacher autonomy slowly was taken 
away from teachers and teachers had less power in shaping their work conditions. 
Teachers became deskilled as education was reformed in an effort to compete globally 
(Giroux, 2020).  
Thus, the challenges persisted for music teachers. In addition to navigating the 
new standards focused educational field, music teachers were forced to manage large 
classes, perform publicly, navigate administrative and bureaucratic paperwork, and 
continue to maintain enrollment (Conway, 2001; Gordon, 2000; Scheib, 2003). New 
teachers are often tasked with two jobs; “they have to teach and they have to learn to 
teach” (Feiman-Nemster, 2001, as cited in Conway, 2010, p. 268). Teachers have been 
asked to learn the school routines and fit a system of educational rules and regulations 
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(Froehlich & Smith, 2017).  
Music is often a subject that has an ambiguous place as a curricular subject that 
changes based on where you may be located (Froehlich & Smith, 2017). While education 
is compulsory, the elective nature of music courses poses one significant challenge to 
music teachers when working in the standards driven climate. Music teachers must 
“navigate, negotiate, and reconcile complex musical and personal worlds that must 
include popular musics and democratic pedagogical approaches in the classroom” 
(Froehlich & Smith, 2017, p. 43). Often music teachers must meet their students where 
they are, meaning that they must “accept to work with what has meaning for students, 
while helping them empathically and non-condescendingly toward finding beneficial 
pathways for living their lives” (Froehlich & Smith, 2017, p. 36). This process empowers 
students to become their own teachers.  
Froehlich and Smith (2017) stated that the role of the music teacher is to “help 
bring students to the understanding that their particular social realities and commensurate 
assumptions are not necessarily those of their peers, classmates, or even their teacher” (p. 
41). This ideal conflicts with a standards-driven educational system. Instead of focusing 
on standardized curriculums, music teachers should focus on “nurturing a community of 
learners and fostering strong bonds” through an approach that is rooted in compassion 
and empathy (p. 43).This is the important role of music teachers in education. Despite the 
focus on capitalism in our society, teachers must help students strive towards a more 
human society, and arts educators must do the same (Jorgensen, 2014). 
Given the impact that work conditions have on job satisfaction, it is important to 
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continue to find ways to improve music teacher work conditions. Research on the music 
teacher’s profile (Gardner, 2006, 2010) highlights some of the main differences between 
music teachers and the general teacher population. Some of the more unique 
characteristics of a music teacher include public evaluations, large ensemble classes, 
itineracy, and extra hours outside the school day. My hope is that by showing the 
importance of working conditions to music teachers, like all teachers, this study will help 
to encourage further study that could lead to policy changes, which ultimately have the 
power to improve the work conditions of teachers.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
Although my regression analysis did not show a strong statistical power in a 
relationship with any one particular work condition, the univariate descriptive results of 
my study’s findings show that for the most part, music teachers follow the well-
established pattern in TELL research. Conversely, while the univariate results seem to 
echo the previous research, the multivariate results in this analysis did not echo prior 
research findings. I was unable to identify one specific work condition that mattered most 
to music teachers. This is probably due to the low power obtained from the relatively low 
power of respondents. It is possible that the relatively small sample size in this particular 
study led to low power in the regression, which may account for some of the differences 
in this analysis from the previous TELL research. 
 While my research was not large enough to provide conclusive data about what 
work conditions matter most to music teachers, there were a lot of promising findings 
that require further investigation. Often times, music teachers feel that we are very 
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different from other teachers. We feel like we give more time to our subject area with the 
focus on public performances. We may also sense a lack of support or importance in our 
subject area due to the elective nature of the courses offered. These feelings that music 
teachers may experience are supported by the research on the music teacher’s attributes 
and profile.  
 However, my study found that while this perception may be quite common, we 
may not, in fact, be that different from our colleagues of other subjects. We face the same 
struggles and challenges as other teachers. The work conditions of the work place 
mattered greatly to music teachers. While my study was unable to say which work 
condition mattered the most, many of the univariate analyses on specific questions 
showed similar patterns to teachers’ responses in the NC 2018 TELL survey.  
 This finding is an important result because by showing that work conditions 
matter to music teachers in a similar manner in which they matter to all teachers, policy 
changes targeted at improving work conditions for teachers will also benefit music 
teachers. It is therefore, important to continue the study of teacher work conditions and 
ways that administrators, the community, and policy can improve work conditions.  
 An important univariate result from this study was that music teachers felt that 
community support and involvement was the most important work condition that would 
impact their desire to continue working at their school. Most studies on the general 
teacher population have found that collegial relationships and administrative support are 
the most important work conditions. Abril and Gault (2008; 2006) investigated the 
importance of administrative support for music programs. One of the challenges they 
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uncovered was that music programs were often elective courses and administrators often 
valued music for the way it connected to other subject areas instead of being valued as its 
own subject. Therefore, it is understandable that music teachers find community support 
to be so important. It is essential for their success that the community supports their 
program.  
 The other interesting finding was that music teachers stated that time during the 
work day was the most important work condition for student success. This goes along 
with the importance of time as a stressor in music teaching. Elementary music teachers 
may sometimes be required to teach the entire population of the school, while lesson 
planning for multiple different classes and grades of students (Scheib, 2006). Gordon 
(2000) found that time was a critical issue among all interviewees and that support from 
administration and colleagues was also important. Scheib (2003) had also found that role 
ambiguity was also a stressor. The balancing act between personal life, professional 
music educator, and educator placed stress on music teachers. These factors are all 
closely related to the element of time.  
My study was able to extend the research of music teachers by highlighting some 
of the areas that may be unique to music teachers. However, due to the small sample size, 
I could not determine what work conditions may matter most to music teachers. 
Implications for future research include replicating the study with a larger sample size. 
Hopefully, the larger sample size will allow the multivariate analysis to show which work 




In addition to replicating this study with a larger sample size, I believe the 
addition of a qualitative aspect of this study would be another consideration for future 
research. Adding a qualitative aspect to the survey would help to add important 
information to the music teacher narrative. While the survey methods provided data for 
comparison with the general teachers from previous TELL surveys, the findings of 
Gardner (2006; 2010) and Hancock (2008, 2009) have shown that there are unique 
characteristics that music teachers encounter in their line of work. A survey with some 
follow-up open-ended questions where teachers can explain their choices would provide 
a wealth of data to pair with the quantitative TELL survey results. 
Additionally, in the same way that Conway and colleagues (Conway & 
Christensen, 2006; Conway & Zerman, 2004) and Siebert (2008) conducted case studies 
of music teachers, research on one specific work condition could provide additional 
insight to the life of a music teacher. As my study found that time in the work day was 
chosen as the most important factor for the success of student learning, I believe that a 
case study of music teachers in NYS would provide insight for many music teachers. 
NYS has a large network of music teachers in their state music association and 
standardized performance adjudication festivals in place. In NYS, the expectations of a 
music teacher’s job can vary significantly due to the general certification for music 
teachers. Therefore, it would be interesting to investigate the aspect of time for an urban 
city teacher, suburban teacher, and rural teacher. I believe it would also be worthwhile to 
investigate the use of time for teachers from a small music department and compare the 
findings of a music teacher from a large district wide music department. My anecdotal 
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experience is that music teachers who work in smaller music departments are often 
tasked with teaching multiple music classes, across specializations. In larger districts 
where there are more music teachers, music teachers are often more specialized, teaching 
just general music, just chorus, just band, or just orchestra and not multiple 
categorizations.  
 Finally, a valuable population that was not reached in this study was the music 
teachers in NYC. I believe it would be extremely beneficial to conduct the study in NYC 
and gather data from music teachers in NYS. NYC is one of the largest metropolitan 
educational systems in the United States and there has been a lot of research on student 
achievement in NYC. Boyd and colleagues (2011) studied the impact of working 
conditions and student characteristics on teacher departure rates. The research and 
educational data for NYC is extensive and replicating the TELL survey for music 
teachers in NYC would provide in-depth information on a specific urban population of 
music teachers in the United States.
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APPENDIX A: TELL SURVEY 







How many total years have you been employed as an educator? 
  
❑ First Year 
  
❑ 2 - 3 Years 
  
❑ 4 - 6 Years 
  
❑ 7 - 10 Years 
  
❑ 11 - 20 Years 
  
❑ 20+ Years 
 
 
How many total years have you been employed in the school in which you are currently 
working? 
  
❑ First Year 
  
❑ 2 - 3 Years 
  
❑ 4 - 6 Years 
  
❑ 7 - 10 Years 
  
❑ 11 - 20 Years 
  







Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about the 















a. Class sizes are reasonable such that teachers1 have the time 

































d. The non-instructional time2 provided for teachers in my 











e. Efforts are made to minimize the amount of routine 











f. Teachers have sufficient instructional time to meet the needs 











g. Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their 














[1] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
[2] Non-instructional time includes any time during the day without the responsibility for student contact, including 
collaboration planning, meetings/conferences with students and families, etc. 
[3] Routine paperwork means both electronic and paper forms and documentation that must be completed to comply with 
school, district, state, and federal policies. 
 
 
In an AVERAGE WEEK, how much time do you devote to the following activities during the 





or equal to 
1 hour 
 
More than 1 hour 
but less than or 
equal to 3 hours 
 
More than 3 hours 
but less than or 
equal to 5 hours 
 
More than 5 hours 
but less than or 








































































f. Communicating with 








































i. Preparation for required 









































[1] Collaborative time includes time spent working with other teachers within or across grade and subject areas as part of 
a Professional Learning Community to plan and assess instructional strategies. 
[2] Supervisory duties include hall monitoring, recess, bus and cafeteria coverage, etc. 
[3] Paperwork means both electronic and paper forms and documentation that must be completed to comply with federal, 
state and local policies. 
[4] Professional development includes all opportunities, formal and informal, where adults learn from one another 
including graduate courses, in service, workshops, conferences, professional learning communities and other meetings 
focused on improving teaching and learning. 
 
 
In an AVERAGE WEEK of teaching, how many hours do you spend on school-related 





❑ Less than or equal to 1 hour 
  
❑ More than 1 hour but less than or equal to 3 hours 
  
❑ More than 3 hours but less than or equal to 5 hours 
  
❑ More than 5 hours but less than or equal to 10 hours 
  





Facilities and Resources 
 
 
Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 



























b. Teachers have sufficient access to instructional technology, 











c. Teachers have access to reliable communication technology, 











d. Teachers have sufficient access to office equipment and 











e. Teachers have sufficient access to a broad range of 































h. The physical environment of classrooms in this school supports 











i. The reliability and speed of Internet connections in this school 












[1] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
[2] Instructional materials include items such as textbooks, curriculum materials, content references, etc. 
[3] Professional support personnel includes positions such as school counselors, nurses, school psychologists and social 
workers, library media specialists, etc. 
 
 
Community Support and Involvement 
 
 
Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 



















































d. Teachers1 provide parents/guardians with useful 





















f. Parents/guardians support teachers, contributing to their 











g. Community members support teachers, contributing to 






















[1] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school.   





Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 





































c. Policies and procedures about student conduct are clearly 























e. School administrators support teachers'1 efforts to 




































Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

























b. Teachers are trusted to make sound professional 



































e. The faculty has an effective process for making group 
































[1] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
[2] School leadership roles may include formal roles such as department chair, an elected member of the School 
Improvement Team, mentor, coach or leader of a professional learning community, etc. 
 
 
Please indicate the role teachers1 have at your school in each of the following areas. 
  






































































































Teachers1 have an appropriate level of influence on decision making in this school.   






❑ Strongly agree 
  
❑ Don’t know 
 







Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 





































c. Teachers1 feel comfortable raising issues and concerns 













































































j. The school improvement team provides effective leadership 






















[1] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
[2] School leadership is an individual, group of individuals or team within the school that focuses on managing a complex 
operation. This may include scheduling; ensuring a safe school environment; reporting on students' academic, social and 
behavioral performance; using resources to provide the textbooks and instructional materials necessary for teaching and 
learning; overseeing the care and maintenance of the physical plant; or developing and implementing the school budget. 
 
 








































































































[1] School leadership is an individual, group of individuals or team within the school that focuses on managing a complex 
operation. This may include scheduling; ensuring a safe school environment; reporting on students' academic, social and 
behavioral performance; using resources to provide the textbooks and instructional materials necessary for teaching and 
learning; overseeing the care and maintenance of the physical plant; or developing and implementing the school budget. 
 




Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 















a. Sufficient resources are available for professional 



























































































i. Professional development provides ongoing opportunities for 











j. Professional development is evaluated and results are 











k. Professional development enhances teachers' ability to 












l. Professional development enhances teachers' abilities to 












[1] Professional development includes all opportunities, formal and informal, where adults learn from one another 
including graduate courses, in service, workshops, conferences, professional learning communities and other meetings 
focused on improving teaching and learning. 
[2] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
 
 
In which of the following areas (if any) do you need professional development to teach 

























































In the past 2 years, have you had 10 clock hours or more of professional development in 
























































Instructional Practices and Support 
 
 
Please rate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements about 









a. State assessment1 data are available in time to impact 
instructional practices.  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
b. Local assessment2 data are available in time to impact 
instructional practices. ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 c. Teachers3 use assessment data to inform their instruction.   ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
d. The curriculum taught in this school is aligned with Common 
Core Standards. ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
e. Teachers work in professional learning communities4 to 
develop and align instructional practices. ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
f. Provided supports (i.e. instructional coaching, professional 
learning communities, etc.) translate to improvements in 
instructional practices by teachers. 
❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
g. Teachers are encouraged to try new things to improve 
instruction. ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
h. Teachers are assigned classes that maximize their likelihood of 
success with students. ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
 
i. Teachers have autonomy to make decisions about instructional 
delivery (i.e. pacing, materials and pedagogy).  ❑ 
 ❑  ❑  ❑  ❑ 
  
[1] State assessments include end of course and end of grade tests. 
[2] Local assessments are standardized instruments offered across schools within the district and can include any norm 
or criterion referenced tests, diagnostics, or local benchmarks.  
[3] Teachers means a majority of teachers in your school. 
[4] Professional learning communities include formalized groupings of teachers within or across grade and subject areas 







Which of the following best describes your immediate professional plans? (Select one.)  
  
❑ Continue teaching at my current school  
  
❑ Continue teaching in this district but leave this school  
  
❑ Continue teaching in this state but leave this district 
  
❑ Continue working in education but pursue an administrative position 
  
❑ Continue working in education but pursue a non-administrative position 
  
❑ Leave education entirely 
 
 
[1] Administrative positions include principal or assistant principal. 




Which aspect of your teaching conditions most affects your willingness to keep teaching 
at your school? (Select one.)  
  
❑ Time during the work day 
  
❑ Facilities and resources 
  
❑ Community support and involvement 
  
❑ Managing student conduct 
  
❑ Teacher leadership 
  
❑ School leadership 
  
❑ Professional development 
  
❑ Instructional practices and support 
 
 
Which aspect of your teaching conditions is most important to you in promoting student 
learning? (Select one.)  
  
❑ Time during the work day 
  
❑ Facilities and resources 
  
❑ Community support and involvement 
  
❑ Managing student conduct 
  
❑ Teacher leadership 
  
❑ School leadership 
  
❑ Professional development 
  
❑ Instructional practices and support 
 
 
Overall, my school is a good place to work and learn. 
  






❑ Strongly agree 
  
❑ Don't know 
   
Thank you for time. 










This agreement ("Agreement") by and between New Teacher Center, a California public 
benefit corporation ("NTC") and Stephanie Corbett ("Requester") is effective upon a fully executed 
Agreement being in place. 
 
WHEREAS, NTC offers K-12 induction, teacher and school leader professional development, 
and teaching and learning condition survey services for teachers and school administrators. 
 
WHEREAS, NTC's Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning (TELL) survey originates 
from the Governor's Teacher Working Conditions Initiative in the Office of the Governor, North Carolina 
(2002- 2009), has been adapted by NTC, and has been externally validated by the American Institute 
for Research. 
 
WHEREAS, Requester desires to license the TELL survey instrument ("Instrument") identified 
in Exhibit A from NTC for use in this project. Requester would like to use the Instrument for research 











NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises contained 
herein and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which are hereby 








































{30) days prior to submission for publication to allow NTC to reasonably review and amend 
the publication. If Requestor believes it cannot meet the thirty (30) day notice requirement 
before publication, it must notify NTC before the deadline. NTC may in its sole discretion 
disallow the publication if it determines that Requestor has violated any provision of this 
Agreement. 
 
8. License	to	Publications.	 Upon	publication	in	accordance	 with	Section	7,	Requester	 grants	NTC	a	
perpetual,	 worldwide,	 non-exclusive,	non-transferable,	non-sublicenseable,	royalty-free	 license	
to	use,	reproduce,	distribute,	publish,	and	display	for	any	purpose	-	 including	marketing	 or	any	
other	commercial	purpose	-	 publications	 that	result	from	 the	use	of	the	Instrument.	Requestor	
shall	furnish,	upon	NTC's	request,	a	digital	copy	of	any	publications	covered	under	this	Section. 
 


















12. Indemnification.	Requestor	shall	defend,	indemnify,	 and	hold	harmless	 NTC	from	and	against	









New Teacher Center  
 c/o Phillip G. Lee 
110 Cooper Street, Suite 500 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
plee@newteachercenter.org 
 
Stephanie Corbett, PhD Student 
24 Lori Street 
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December 21, 2017 
 
Stephanie Hu, MM College of Fine Arts 
855 Commonwealth Avenue 
Boston, MA 02215 
 
Protocol Title: How Context Matters in Music Education 
Protocol #: 4723X 
Funding Agency: Unfunded 
IRB Review Type: Exempt (2) Dear Ms. Hu: 
 
On December 21, 2017, the IRB determined that the above-referenced protocol meets the criteria for 
exemption in accordance with CFR 46.101(b)(2). Per the protocol, the purpose of this study is the learn 
about work conditions of music teachers in New York. The exempt determination includes the use of: 
recruitment emails, consent form, and survey. 
 
Additional review of this study is not needed unless changes are made to the current version of the study. 
Any changes to the current protocol must be reported and reviewed by the IRB. If you have any changes, 
please submit the Clarification Form located at http://www.bu.edu/irb/. No changes can be implemented 
until they have been reviewed by the IRB. 
 
In approximately six months, you will receive an inquiry from the IRB to ascertain whether your study still 
meets the requirements for exempt review 
 





Mary McCabe Senior IRB Analyst 






APPENDIX E: Participant Consent Form 
Letter of Consent 
 
Dear Music Teacher, 
 
My name is Stephanie Hu, a music teacher in New York and doctorate student at Boston 
University. I am writing to invite you to participate in a survey about your working 
conditions. The results of the survey will be used in my dissertation research at Boston 
University. The completion of the survey is voluntary, and you may stop answering 
questions at any time. The survey will take between 30 minutes to complete. If you 
cannot complete the survey in one sitting, you may save your work and return to the 
survey later.  
 
Your responses will be kept confidential. If you have any questions about this study you 
may contact me at hus@bu.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Kenneth Elpus, at 
elpus@umd.edu. You may obtain further information about your rights as a research 
subject by calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
If you with to participate in the survey, please click on this link: [website] 
 










APPENDIX F: Recruitment Letters 
Preliminary Notification 
 
Dear music teacher, 
 
In a few days, you will be receiving a TELL (Teaching, Empowering, Leading, 
and Learning) survey. This survey was designed by the New Teacher Center to collect 
data about teachers and their work conditions. Research has shown that a positive 
teaching and learning environment is vital for student success and teacher retention.  
 
Your school was selected as part of a random sample of 500 New York state 
public schools. The survey is voluntary, however your participation will help to provide 
data and information that will illuminate the issues of music teacher work conditions. The 
survey has been used by many states including Massachusetts and North Carolina to learn 
about the teaching and learning conditions, as perceived by the educators. The survey 
data was gathered in hopes of providing evidence for policymakers to improve work 
conditions and instruction. The purpose of collecting this data is to make schools a good 
place to teach and learn.  
 
The survey will collect information on general teacher demographics, time, 
facilities and resources, community support and involvement, managing student conduct, 
teacher leadership, school leadership, professional development, and instructional 
practices and support. The data will be used in a dissertation study and will be analyzed 
to determine what conditions of work matter most to music teachers. This study seeks to 
learn about any unique work conditions that music teachers may encounter.  
 
Your responses will be completely confidential. Your input will help to provide 
data that can impact work conditions and instruction, especially in music education. This 
is your chance for your voice to be heard. The findings will be accessible at the 
conclusion of the study. Finally, please encourage your colleagues and fellow music 
teachers at your school to participate! All participants who complete the survey will be 





 On [date], the TELL survey will become live for music educators in New York 
public schools from the sample. Please complete the survey at: [website]. The survey has 
been designed to take about 30 minutes. Your response will remain completely 
confidential and will help to provide valuable information about music teacher working 













Dear music teacher, 
 
The link for the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) survey is 
attached below. Your assistance and responses will provide important information about 
music teacher working conditions with the goal of providing evidence that will improve 
working conditions and instruction. 
 
Please read the directions for completing the survey and read the letter of informed 





Please complete the survey at: [website]. The survey has been designed to take about 30 
minutes. Your response will remain completely confidential and will help to provide 
valuable information about music teacher working conditions in New York State.  
 





Letter of Consent 
 
Dear Music Teacher, 
 
My name is Stephanie Hu, a music teacher in New York and doctorate student at Boston 
University. I am writing to invite you to participate in a survey about your working 
conditions. The results of the survey will be used in my dissertation research at Boston 
University. The completion of the survey is voluntary, and you may stop answering 
questions at any time. The survey will take between 30 minutes to complete. If you 
cannot complete the survey in one sitting, you may save your work and return to the 
survey later.  
 




may contact me at hus@bu.edu. You may also contact my advisor, Dr. Kenneth Elpus, at 
elpus@umd.edu. You may obtain further information about your rights as a research 
subject by calling the BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115. 
 
If you with to participate in the survey, please click on this link: [website] 
 





Week 1 Reminder 
 
Dear music teacher, 
 
This is a reminder that you can help to provide valuable information on music teacher 
working conditions by completing the TELL survey at [website]. Participants who 
complete the survey will be entered into a drawing to win one of three $100 VISA gift 
cards.  
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please do not hesitate to contact me at: 
hus@bu.edu. 
 
The directions and letter of consent are below. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
-Stephanie Hu 
 
Week 3 Reminder 
 
Dear music teacher, 
 
If you have not done so, please take a few minutes to complete the TELL survey at 
[website]. Your input will help to provide information on working conditions of music 
teachers. Participants who complete the survey will be entered into a drawing to win one 
of three $100 VISA gift cards.  
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please do not hesitate to contact me at: 
hus@bu.edu. 
 
The directions and letter of consent are below. 
 





Week 5 Reminder 
 
Dear music teacher, 
 
Please consider taking a few moments to complete the TELL survey at [website]. This is 
the final week to complete the survey. The survey will help to provide valuable 
information on music teacher working conditions. The survey will no long be accessible 
after [date]. Participants who complete the survey will be entered into a drawing to win 
one of three $100 VISA gift cards.  
 
If you have any questions about the survey, please do not hesitate to contact me at: 
hus@bu.edu. 
 
The directions and letter of consent are below. 
 

















Composite and Construct Average Calculations 
 
The construct averages and overall composite average are calculated at the respondent 
level and then aggregated to the school level. All of the items included are on the same 
Likert agreement scale where 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Agree, 4 = 
Strongly Agree, and 5 = Don’t Know. For these calculations, responses of “Strongly 
Disagree” and “Disagree” are coded as 0, responses of “Agree” and “Strongly Agree” are 
coded as 1, and responses of “Don’t Know” are coded as missing. 
The construct averages are then calculated by averaging the coded responses for the items 
associated with each given construct at the respondent level. The equation (1) for the 
respondent-level calculation is shown below. 
 
 
The Overall Composite Average is calculated by averaging the Construct Averages at the 
respond- ent level. The equation (2) for the respondent-level Overall Composite is shown 
below. 
 
Once calculated at the respondent level, these figures are then averaged across 











a. Class sizes are reasonable such that teachers have the time available to meet the needs 
of all students. 
b. Teachers have time available to collaborate with colleagues. 
c. Teachers are allowed to focus on educating students with minimal interruptions. 
d. The non-instructional time2   provided for teachers in my school is sufficient. 
e. Efforts are made to minimize the amount of routine paperwork3   teachers are 
required to do. 
f. Teachers have sufficient instructional time to meet the needs of all students. 
g. Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of educating 
students. 
 
FACILITIES AND RESOURCES 
 
a. Teachers have sufficient access to appropriate instructional materials. 
b. Teachers have sufficient access to instructional technology, including computers, 
printers, software and internet access. 
c. Teachers have access to reliable communication technology, including phones, faxes 
and email. 
d. Teachers have sufficient access to office equipment and supplies such as copy 
machines, paper, pens, etc. 
e. Teachers have sufficient access to a broad range of professional support personnel. 
f. The school environment is clean and well maintained. 
g. Teachers have adequate space to work productively. 
h. The physical environment of classrooms in this school supports teaching and learning. 
i. The reliability and speed of Internet connections in this school are sufficient to support 
instructional practices. 
 
COMMUNITY SUPPORT AND INVOLVEMENT 
 
a. Parents/guardians are influential decision makers in this school. 
b. This school maintains clear, two-way communication with the community. 
c. This school does a good job of encouraging parent/guardian involvement. 
d. Teachers provide parents/guardians with useful information about student learning. 
e. Parents/guardians know what is going on in this school. 
f. Parents/guardians support teachers, contributing to their success with students. 





MANAGING STUDENT CONDUCT 
 
a. Students at this school understand expectations for their conduct. 
b. Students at this school follow rules of conduct. 
c. Policies and procedures about student conduct are clearly understood by the faculty. 
d. School administrators consistently enforce rules for student conduct. 
e. School administrators support teachers efforts to maintain discipline in the classroom. 
f. Teachers consistently enforce rules for student conduct. 




a. Teachers are recognized as educational experts. 
b. Teachers are trusted to make sound professional decisions about instruction. 
c. Teachers are relied upon to make decisions about educational issues. 
d. Teachers are encouraged to participate in school leadership roles. 
e. The faculty has an effective process for making group decisions to solve problems. 
f. In this school we take steps to solve problems. 




a. The faculty and leadership have a shared vision. 
b. There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect in this school. 
c. Teachers feel comfortable raising issues and concerns that are important to them. 
d. The school leadership consistently supports teachers. 
e. Teachers are held to high professional standards for delivering instruction. 
f. The school leadership facilitates using data to improve student learning. 
g. Teacher performance is assessed objectively. 
h. Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching. 
i. The procedures for teacher evaluation are consistent. 
j. The school improvement team provides effective leadership at this school. 




a. Sufficient resources are available for professional development in my school. 
b. An appropriate amount of time is provided for professional development. 
c. Professional development offerings are data driven. 
d. Professional learning opportunities are aligned with the school's improvement plan. 
e. Professional development is differentiated to meet the needs of individual teachers. 
f. Professional development deepens teachers' content knowledge. 
g. Teachers are encouraged to reflect on their own practice. 




i. Professional development provides ongoing opportunities for teachers to work with 
colleagues to refine teaching practices. 
j. Professional development is evaluated and results are communicated to teachers. 
k. Professional development enhances teachers' ability to implement instructional 
strategies that meet diverse student learning needs. 
l. Professional development enhances teachers' abilities to improve student learning. 
 
INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES AND SUPPORT 
 
c. Teachers use assessment data to inform their instruction. 
d. The curriculum taught in this school is aligned with Common Core Standards. 
e. Teachers work in professional learning communities to develop and align instructional 
practices. 
f. Provided supports (i.e. instructional coaching, professional learning communities, etc.) 
translate to improvements in instructional practices by teachers. 
g. Teachers are encouraged to try new things to improve instruction. 
h. Teachers are assigned classes that maximize their likelihood of success with students. 






APPENDIX H: NC 2018 TELL Survey Results 
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